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Abstract 
 
The International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) has advertised the many benefits of 

Integrated Reporting (<IR>) as the future of corporate reporting. The innovative <IR> is intended 

to simplify multiple year-end reports into 'one report', providing a concise 'holistic' future-

orientated organisation view. Adopting an integrated thinking view enables management to 

address material issues that connect financial and non-financial information. 

 
The research has undertaken a deductive cross-sectional and longitudinal quantitative approach to 

investigate how innovations in corporate reporting diffuse globally and the influences on the 

adoption decision through the lens of the Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) theory. In exploiting content 

analysis to measure information quality by utilising 'DICTION' software, with the novel 

developments of TQDS (Total Quality Disclosure Score) and readability scores. Finally, the 

consequences (benefits) of <IR> adoption were assessed on financial metrics, including ESG 

(Environmental, Social & Governance), profitability and value. 

 
The results, based on total firm-level adoptions, indicate the global adoption rate for IFRS and GRI 

is 5% and 11.1% for <IR>, with the DOI category for IFRS in the late majority stage (67%), with GRI 

(10.1%) and <IR> (3%) in the early adopter stage. The determinants impacting <IR> adoptions 

include country-level environmental performance, institutional collectivism, and future-orientated 

values but are adversely affected by the regulatory quality and political stability. The firm-level 

factors include size, listing, and assurance. A large proportion of companies analysed had applied 

an 'additional' sustainability framework crucial to <IR> adoption. The consequences of adoption 

include improved quality, readability, tone, and sentiment from the IRF. With a positive impact on 

TOBINQ, Enterprise Value, Retained Earnings, and Market Capitalisation. Additionally, the <IR> 

positively impacts Eikon Environmental and Bloomberg Social scores.  

 

The evidence indicates that <IR> is adopted as a preventative innovation to mitigate future risk and 

uncertainty. Consequently, the study results confirm three advertised benefits of <IR> adoption - i) 

Increased quality disclosures, ii) Balanced and connectivity of information, and iii) Increased 

market valuation, which results in improved stakeholder engagement and expectations.  

 
The 'circular' assessment of <IR> makes a significant and original contribution to knowledge by 

identifying the global adoption rates, DOI adopter category of IFRS, GRI, and <IR>. The type of 

innovation, including expanding the quality and readability measures. Consequently, providing 

evidence of the slow diffusion and global penetration of voluntary sustainability reporting. This 

enables more insightful and difficult decisions concerning whether environmental policy should 

become mandatory.    
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Chapter One Introduction 
 

1.    Introduction 

 

The central theme of this thesis was to investigate and examine the global diffusion and 

adoption of <IR>. Additionally, exploring the influences that determine the adoption of <IR> 

and the subsequent consequences of the adoption.   

The introductory chapter has the following structure. The first section provides a brief 

background to the thesis, with subsequent sections focusing on the research problem, aim, 

objectives, and questions. This is followed by the research methodology and contribution, with 

the summary of key findings will follow these sections, with the final section of the chapter 

detailing the research structure.   

1.1   Background 

 

International Accounting Standards became mandatory in the EU for all listed companies in 

2005 (IASB, 2001). It was the first attempt at globally recognised reporting and accounting 

standards. Once the EU had accepted the premise of aiding cross-border comparability, quality, 

and timeliness of financial data. This mandate from the EU saw the subsequent increase in the 

global diffusion and adoption of International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) (Chua & 

Taylor, 2008). 

The first voluntary disclosure draft framework for Integrated Reporting <IR> was issued by the 

IIRC in 2013 (Deloitte, 2013), detailing the principles and concepts of the proposed Integrated 

Report Framework based on how firms created value over the short, medium and long-term. 

Several significant studies have been on the preparers,  information disclosures and the gaps in 

information for users. In producing corporate reports such as the Sustainability Report, 

Environmental Report, Corporate Governance Report and Corporate Social Responsibility 

Report (CSR), the business community were trying to meet the need of stakeholders for more 

information about the company's performance and social impact through transparent narrative 

disclosures (Milne, 2002; Hahn & Kühnen, 2013; Eccles, Ioannou, & Serafeim, 2014). However, 

unlike the globally accepted IFRS standards produced by the International Accounting 

Standards Board (IASB), no principles guide the information in these reports (Lai et al., 2016; 

KPMG, 2016).  
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The International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) and IASB issued a memorandum of 

understanding in 2014, ensuring the diffusion globally of the International Integrated 

Reporting Framework (IASB & IIFC, 2014). Alongside this agreement with the IASB, the IIRC 

has worked with other global standard-setting agencies and initiatives to drive comparability 

in reporting, including the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB) and Global 

Reporting Initiative (GRI) and RepRisk (Ruiz-Lozano & Tirado-Valencia, 2016). 

Sustainable reporting is not new and has existed in many forms since the early twentieth 

century (Carroll, 2008). However, what transpires from the evidence is that the information is 

published in many different formats (Dragu & Tiron-Tudor, 2014; Elshandidy et al., 2013; 

Marimon et al., 2012). Various standard-setting organisations and countries require different 

reporting methodologies and measurement techniques for sustainable and environmental 

reporting. Consequently, there is no universal consensus in this field.   

The term CSR, Sustainability Report, Social Report, and <IR> are all considered to be 

sustainability reporting as determined by previous discussions in the literature and the IASB in 

creating the ISSB (Dumay et al., 2017; Eccles et al., 2014; IASB & ISSB, 2022; Ioana & Adriana, 

2013).  

1.2   Research Rationale and Problem  

 

The merging of complex annual financial statements with CSR will make understanding these 

reports easier and appeal to the broader stakeholder community (Eccles & Krzus, 2010). 

Subsequently, bringing added benefit to the organisation from this focus on ESG issues. 

Therefore, this subject has specific prominence as its adoption is voluntary. Therefore it is 

critical to understand whether companies want to change their historical focus on shareholder 

value for one societal benefit and greater stakeholder inclusion and realise the benefits as 

advertised by the IIRC. 

The study development and the research aim and objectives had several underlying 

motivations. Firstly, by bridging the gap between academia and industry research concerning 

corporate reporting innovations. Consequently, this motivation relied profoundly on guidance 

and analysis from professional accounting associations and international regulatory bodies 

such as the FRC, SEC, IASB, UN, and the EU. Implementing regulatory guidance and adopting 

measurements directed at the business and professional communities but applied in an 

academic setting has ensured the research remained relevant and reconciled the approach with 

standards used in business with the methods and methodologies employed in academia.  
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Secondly, the research wanted to understand whether and to what extent organisations have 

accepted innovations in corporate reporting by analysing the global diffusion patterns and 

adoption rates. Therefore, the cross-sectional analysis of companies that accepted and adopted 

<IR> was compared to IFRS and GRI to meet this motivation—enabling this research to classify 

reporting frameworks using the adopter categories of Diffusion of Innovation theory (DOI) 

(Roger, 2003).  

The third motivation underpinning this research was to understand what barriers prevent 

companies from adopting <IR> from a firm and country-level perspective. Therefore, this 

required measuring the country-level determinants. Indicators issued by the UN, World Bank 

and OECD were used as proxy measures to indicate influences at a country level. The country-

level indicators were separated into three specific areas of analysis, including government 

policy effectiveness, environment policy, and cultural values and practices. 

Finally,  to validate and ascertain whether the advertised benefits or consequences promoted 

by the IIRC are realised by organisations that have implemented <IR>. The advertised benefits 

(consequences) were allocated to financial measures, which were assigned based on academic 

literature and research. Consequently, either supporting the advertised benefits or not based 

on firm-level evidence using panel data. 

Consequently, the scope of research has increased significantly in the last five years due to the 

number of companies adopting the principles of the IRF globally, enabling evidence-based 

research to be conducted. Another reason for the increased research into < IR> was the 

advertising by the IIRC of the primary benefits of <IR> with no objective supporting evidence 

or data. Many opponents have called these supposed benefits into question in an already over-

saturated reporting environment (Ruiz-Lozano & Tirado-Valencia, 2016; Flowers, 2015; 

Perego, Kennedy, & Whiteman, 2016).    

This has led to significant research from academics and industry into the benefits of companies 

adopting and implementing <IR>, including De Villiers (2014); Barth et al.(2017); Eccles & 

Saltzman (2011); Eccles & Serafeim (2013); Elshandidy et al., (2022); Dumay, Bernardi, et al., 

(2016); Dragu & Tiron-Tudor, (2014); Hussainey & Salama (2010); Jensen & Berg, (2012); 

Stubbs & Higgins, (2014); Robertson & Samy, (2015). 

As organisations voluntarily select which framework, guidelines, or standards to implement, 

the research approach has predominately focused on organisations' narrative disclosures, tone, 

sentiment, and quantity of published individual reports. Therefore, with no emphasis or 
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consideration for the user on whether the chosen framework improves the information 

structure, type and extent contained within these individual reports. Previous studies have 

investigated communication patterns by isolating and narrowing research into specific sections 

of an annual report. This narrow approach to <IR> evaluation focusing on one element or 

benefit provides a research opportunity to adopt a broader approach to assessing the <IR>. 

Therefore, this study will provide a consolidated evaluation and analysis of the <IR>, including 

the financial section and notes. It is envisaged that this research will help <IR> appeal to more 

industry-focused practitioners and professionals with evidence-based evaluation and 

assessment.  

1.3   Research Aim  

 

"As many companies, regulators and supervisory bodies understand, integrated reporting is 

emerging as a leading practice in the world for corporate reporting and to advance principles of 

transparency in the interests of better business in a better world." 

        Richard Howitt, CEO IIRC (2019) 

The International <IR> Framework (para 3.14) sets this out as follows:  

"An integrated report enhances transparency and accountability, which are essential in building 

trust and resilience, by disclosing how key stakeholders' legitimate needs and interests are 

understood, taken into account and responded to through decisions, actions, and performance, as 

well as ongoing communication". 

This statement from Richard Howitt (CEO, IIRC) and the IIRC Framework (IRF) para 3.14 

justifies and motivates this research. It provided the basis on which the research aim and 

objectives were developed and formulated. This study will ascertain whether the statement and 

the IIRC framework can survive field-based interrogation. Accordingly, the proposition for this 

research is that organisations that adopt a <IR> for the annual reporting practices meet the 

increased information needs of the broad stakeholder community—signalling to the market the 

importance of ESG issues to the organisation by adopting a consolidated and integrated view. 

Furthermore, organisations improve the quality of the information by enhancing the structural 

layout through standardisation and simplifying the complex nature of their annual reporting 

practices. That provides voluntary information in a transparent, easy-to-understand format 

that protects information with fair and balanced disclosures.  
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The research aims to address the gaps identified (above) and motivations to advance the 

knowledge by first investigating to what extent an organisation's country of origin has accepted 

innovations in corporate reporting by examining the diffusion and adoption rates. 

Furthermore, it intends to independently review the consolidated Integrated Report rather 

than any specific section concerning the narrative or financial sections. Consequently, this 

allows for the development of the following specific research aim: 

"To identify how innovations in corporate reporting diffuse, including the determinants, and 

ascertain whether there are any rational benefits (consequences) to the organisation and 

stakeholders from implementing the Integrated Reporting Framework." 

1.4   Research Objectives and Questions 

 

The four objectives in Table 1.1 answer the gaps identified in the literature and support the 

research aim by investigating the different aspects of adoption, determinants, and 

consequences. Therefore, understanding the relationship between voluntary sustainability 

reporting diffusion and adoption elements required answering seven questions to meet the 

study's objectives and research gaps. 

The study reported in this research analyses the acceptance of <IR> through the global diffusion 

and adoption rates of IFRS, GRI and <IR> (Rogers, 2003), with the overarching aim to ascertain 

any similarities or patterns in how innovations in corporate reporting diffuse and at what 

strategic stage in the diffusion of innovation lifecycle (figure 4.6). Therefore, a cross-sectional 

study analysing mandatory and voluntary diffusion rates was practical to diagnose the 

underlying data patterns (Elshandidy et al., 2013). By identifying whether insights from the 

previous research in the domain of diffusion studies concerning Independent Regulatory 

Agencies (IRA) were evident in the results (Elkins & Simmons, 2005; Gilardi, 2005; Levi-Faur & 

Jordana, 2005; Marimon et al., 2012; Robertson & Samy, 2015). 

Following the identification of the adoption rates,  the investigation of country-level 

characteristics and organisational attributes may or may not be a mitigating factor or influential 

on the adoption decision. These two questions were explicitly structured to identify the 

determinants that drive organisations to adopt the <IR> at a country-level or the firm level. 



Table 1.1 - Summary of Research Objectives and Questions 



These questions have been influenced by insights from previous research on using country 

rating systems and indicators issued by the United Nations (UN), World Bank and Organisation 

for Economic and Co-operation and Development (OECD) alongside Hofstede's cultural 

characteristics and GLOBE organisational cultural attributes (Alfiero et al., 2018; Gjølberg, 

2009; Guler et al., 2002; Hąbek & Wolniak, 2016b).  

After assessing the adoption determinants, the next consideration was given to evaluating the 

organisational consequences after adopting the IRF and the annual <IR> release. The outcomes 

were aligned to the advertised benefits utilising financial metrics, thereby providing structured 

assessment criteria.  

The fourth and fifth questions focused on testing whether the quality of the reporting post-

adoption indicates an improvement, as does the adherence to the standard framework and the 

trend over subsequent years. The IASB and the Association of Certified Chartered Accountants 

(ACCA) have defined quality in narrative reports. Additionally, the IIRC has issued seven 

guiding principles on the IRF that underpin the concepts of <IR>. Previous research provided 

insights into CSR reporting practices concerning the correlation between readability, report 

size, the number of words and pages, assurance, completeness, and linguistic attributes linked 

to the disclosure quality has been instrumental in developing the quality disclosure measures 

for this study (ACCA, 2016; Collis et al., 2012; Elzahar et al., 2015; García-Sánchez et al., 2013; 

Hussainey & Salama, 2010; Portmann et al., 1995). 

Consequently, the outcome of the fourth question provides direction and the focus of the sixth 

and seventh questions, focusing on whether the quality score calculated with the adoption of 

<IR> and the perceived advertised benefits had any effect on financial metrics on a longitudinal 

basis. Specifically, this study intends to understand the consequence of <IR> quality and 

production on ESG ratings from two independent providers and any improvements to credit 

rating proxy measures. Several associations reported in the literature between financial 

metrics and <IR> were obtained to determine the appropriate variables for these questions.  

1.5   Research Methodology 

 

This research follows the structure of the research onion Saunders et al. (2016) and Burrell and 

Morgan (1979). A positivist research philosophy with a functionalist objectivism dimension 

was applied to this study. This problem-solving paradigm provides solutions to practical 

problems and is the primary paradigm for most business and management research ( Saunders 

et al., 2009). 



Page | 8  

 

The functionalist paradigm is in the regulatory and objectivist dimensions. Morgan and Burrell 

characterise the functionalist as explaining "the status quo, social order, consensus, social 

integration, solidarity, need satisfaction and actuality" (p.26). It would suggest that the main 

concerns are order and rational explanation of organisational problems in the corporate 

environment and executive management. Therefore, ultimately identifying and recommending 

solutions to organisational efficiency problems without changing the structure or direction. 

Consequently, it allows for secondary data collection, analysis, and hypothesis testing 

techniques adopted in this study. 

The next stage was to determine the approach to theory, either deductive or inductive. In 

applying and testing theory, the deductive was adopted to test DOI theory with the research 

following the generic to specific. Consequently, the 'archival strategy' is followed by extracting 

documents and data from existing sources. The next stage was to decide on the research choice, 

and the multi-method was selected. The multi-method quantitative approach enables different 

analysis techniques when evaluating secondary archival data. The flexibility of collecting and 

analysing secondary data from numerous sources required alternative methods to be applied 

appropriately. Subsequently, this required the objective implementation of document analysis, 

software-driven content analysis (DICTION) and manual content analysis techniques.  

The following step required determining the time horizon to be selected as longitudinal and 

cross-sectional data from several different sources was the key driver, with data availability 

being another factor of consideration. After determining the tools and measurements, for 

selecting the variables and software (DICTION, STATA, and EXCEL), there was a requirement 

to apply subjective content analysis to the ESG rating and score collected from external sources 

of Bloomberg and Eikon databases. 

The final section developed the research techniques and procedures for the software-driven 

content analysis and the development of mathematical models to meet each objective's 

requirements. This required constructing the mathematical models and the samples that 

required validation to ensure the reliability and consistency of data produced with verification 

and validation using external data sources. The data sample used in this thesis originates from 

multiple sources.  

A manual analysis of 217 countries for accounting standards and Generally Accepted 

Accounting Principles (GAAP) information was created. The GRI database extract was received 

(from 1999 to 2018) with 56,633 firm-year observations concerning 118 countries worldwide. 

The accessing of the Bloomberg, Capital IQ, and Eikon financial databases to extract financial 
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metrics and historical data from  1 January 2000 to 31 December 2019 for 56,022 companies 

exhibiting 124 countries. The IIRC website was further accessed to extract details of 550 

organisations in 93 countries. Each company website was manually accessed to download 

annual financial statements, creating a database of 4,685 reports. 

The various regression diagnostics implemented were determined and driven by the type of 

dependent variables. Consequently, specific tests were required to assess the validity and 

reliability of the data and models employed, including normality, stationarity (Augmented 

Dickey-Fuller tests) and multicollinearity (Variance-Inflation-Factor). Additionally, regression 

model verification was achieved through the diagnostics procedures, including specification, 

goodness-of-fit, autocorrelation, cross-sectional dependence, unbalanced panel and 

heteroskedasticity (Breusch-Pagan) tests.  

1.6   Summary of Key Findings 

 
The principal aim and motivation of the research were to understand the diffusion and adoption 

of <IR> and to ascertain whether there are any benefits to the organisation or its stakeholders 

from adopting <IR>. Therefore, several key findings have been identified from the research, 

which includes the following: 

1. The global adoption rate for IFRS and GRI is 5%, and for <IR> is 11.1%. 

2. The DOI category, based on total international adoptions for IFRS, is in the late majority 

stage (67%), with GRI and <IR> in the early adopter stage (10.1% and 3%). 

3. There is a similar regional diffusion pattern and growth rate for IFRS (22.8%), GRI 

(32.0%), and <IR> (25.4%) 

4. There is evidence of clustering between nations (IFRS) and sectoral level (GRI & <IR>). 

5. The results indicate that firm-level determinants include size, listing status, board 

composition (% of independent directors and CSR committee), future orientation 

values, and the implementation of another sustainability framework is essential. 

6. The country-level determinants that positively influence <IR> adoption rate include a 

country's environmental performance (SSI human and environmental well-being, 

YAPEEPI and SolAbility), control of corruption (TICPI), global competitive score 

(WEFGCS), and institutional collectivism. However, it is negatively associated with 

regulatory quality and political stability. 

7. A consequence of adopting <IR> is the long-term and year-on-year improvement of 

quality by 3.6%, with enhancements to the readability, conciseness, and balance (tone 

and sentiment) of the <IR>.   



Page | 10  

 

8. The GLOBE dimensions identified the most persuasive organisation attributes with 

better-quality reports associated with assertiveness, collectivism, gender-

egalitarianism, and a reduced power distance divide. This further supports the 

separation between cultural values and organisational practices exhibited through 

industry globalisation influences. 

9. The results also indicate that enterprise value, retained earnings and market 

capitalisation are the only financial metrics positively associated with the publication of 

the <IR>. However, the <IR> is negatively associated with the Weighted Average Cost of 

Capital (WACC) and Return on Assets (ROA). 

10. The implementation of the IRF has a positive association with TOBINQ and Free cash 

flow but an adverse effect on retained earnings and WAC_Debt. 

11. Furthermore, it was evidenced that Bloomberg and Eikon ESG disclosure scores 

influence the adoption of <IR>. Therefore, firms are motivated to adopt <IR> to improve 

their ESG rating scores and meet social norms, enhancing their corporate image and 

reputation. 

12. Based on the evidence presented, it can be concluded that organisations implement the 

IRF and the publication of the <IR> as a preventative innovation to meet and adhere to 

social norms and perceptions rather than purely economic or altruistic benefit 

(Robertson & Samy, 2015; Rogers, 2004). 

Consequently, the study confirms three advertised benefits of <IR> adoption - i) Increased 

quality disclosures, ii) Balanced and connectivity of information, and iii) Enhanced market 

value, which results in improved stakeholder engagement and expectations. 

1.7   Research Contribution  

 

The research provides several contributions to knowledge from a theoretical and practical 

perspective which are discussed in detail with the implications of the research in Chapter 

sections 8.2 and 8.3. Consequently, identifying the research gaps, objectives, and questions 

(Table 1.1) extends the existing research and literature by providing answers to the gaps 

identified. 

Firstly, the research makes an original and significant contribution by applying an existing 

theory with a new methodology to validate that the <IR> and existing corporate reporting 

innovations follow the S-Curve diffusion pattern of DOI theory. Additionally, the study identifies 

the global adopter category and percentage rates based on the total number of listed company 

adoptions for IFRS, GRI, and <IR>. Furthermore, the research determines the type of innovation 
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by classifying <IR> based on prevailing attributes and confirms academic literature on 

preventative innovations with adherence to social norms influences the adoption of <IR> 

(Robertson & Samy, 2015; Rogers, 2004).  

Furthermore, this could be the first research study to calculate and compare the adoption rates 

by country and adopter category based on the number of internationally listed companies. It 

could also be the first example in the research literature to classify <IR> as a preventative 

innovation. The research makes an incremental contribution to knowledge and literature by 

opening a different branch of DOI theory to business and management scholars to further their 

research agenda (Gilardi, 2005; Leung, 2005). 

 Secondly, the research extends the country reporting measures to include further 

environmental performance measures and the GLOBE dimension for cultural values and 

organisational practices. Consequently, the analysis highlights regional country variations in 

the determinants that affect the adoption of <IR>. Subsequently, addressing a gap in the 

research literature on diffusion rates and national cultural variations (Atkins et al., 2015). The 

study also identifies an increasing separation from a country's cultural values and 

organisational practices. Therefore, global organisations' practices cross national boundaries 

influencing national organisations and cultures as these practices become more mainstream 

(House, 2004). 

Thirdly, the research developed a novel total quality score measure based on five attributes 

that signified good quality reporting attributes determined by the IASB, ACCA and IIRC. 

Furthermore, the research also contributed to knowledge and the literature by incorporating 

and extending the use of the DICTION software readability calculation. Using a novel proxy 

measure to signify quality has identified trends in the panel data that there is an incremental 

improvement in reporting quality from implementing the <IR> methodology (Adams et al., 

2016; Plumlee et al., 2015, Meintjes & Grobler, 2014). 

Fourthly, a further contribution to the extant research is the acknowledgement that external 

ESG score determines whether a company adopts the <IR> rather than the <IR> influencing the 

ESG score by providing increased information in their corporate reporting. Furthermore, this 

study could be the first to assess the eight advertised IIRC benefits with the consolidated <IR> 

across all proxy financial metrics. Subsequently, addressing the future research opportunity 

and gap identified by Eccles and Serafeim (2013) and Melloni et al. (2017). 
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Finally, the study provided a robust framework that allowed for the circular assessment of the 

adoption, determinants, and consequences of <IR>  by evaluating the benefits and quality of the 

published Consolidated Integrated Report. It may also be the first study to assess the advertised 

benefits in their entirety based on the communications from the IIRC. Thereby contributing to 

the literature by confirming three of the advertised benefits and consequences of <IR> adoption 

- i) Increased quality disclosures, ii) Balanced and connectivity of information, and iii) 

Enhanced market value, which results in improved stakeholder engagement and expectations. 

Consequently, supporting a statement made by the chairman of the ISSB on the benefits of the 

<IR> to international companies and organisations (ISSB, 2022, p. 1). This research study did 

not support the remaining five benefits advertised by the IIRC. 

1.8   Research Limitations 

 

Several limitations are associated with large-scale research projects, including the selection and 

measurement of various variables used in the study. The selected variables, methods, and 

methodology were based on the interpretation of the existing literature, and several alternative 

options were available. The author acknowledges these concerns with the selected measures 

and variables and takes full responsibility for those included in the research. 

The study relied heavily on the DICTION software, including the configuration of the calculation 

and measurement modules for the content analysis, which is a central and fundamental part of 

the thesis. The author acknowledges this concern and the limitations identified, subsequently 

mitigating these concerns by externally validating the DICTION score results with similar 

research.  

The research utilised and implemented three DICTION-calculated readability measures, 

developed and based on grounded research by Professor Hart (Hart, 2014). Notwithstanding 

that each of these calculations has been used individually in content analysis in narrative 

statement research reported in the literature, they have not been consolidated in one proxy 

measure of readability. Several studies consider using multiple alternative measures to 

construct and expand the definition of readability (Heilman et al., 2007; Klavans & 

Tzoukermann, 1990; Lawrence, 2013; Li, 2008; Miller, 2010). Consequently, it presented an 

opportunity but also provided the research with a significant limitation as the study departs 

from those measures traditionally used and recommended in the literature (Loughlin and 

McDonald, 2014). 
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A further limitation concerns the development of the novel quality disclosure score based on 

the sentiment of professional and regulatory organisations' concepts and attributes of good 

quality reporting. These attributes were assigned to proxy measures and consolidated to create 

a final proxy measure of quality. Previous research has used different approaches to developing 

proxy measurement techniques to measure quality, including externally generated indices  

(Aboud & Diab, 2019; Barth et al., 2017; Elshandidy et al., 2022; Hąbek & Wolniak, 2016a). 

The study assessed the consolidated <IR> and did not focus on any particular narrative section. 

Therefore, this presents an enhancement to the research field, as previous research on the <IR> 

concentrated solely on the narrative areas. It also offers a limitation as the content analysis 

conclusions are influenced by the performance section based on external IFRS accounting 

standards requirements. 

I direct the reader to a complete analysis of the research limitations presented and discussed 

in chapter 8.4. 

1.9   The Research Structure 

 
The thesis is structured into eight chapters as follows.  

The Introductory Chapter provides a summary overview and introduction to the research 

problem, rationale, aims, objectives and questions. Additionally, it presents details of the 

methodology adopted to answer the research questions and close the gaps identified in the 

literature. It further provides the necessary summary of the key findings, contributions, and 

limitations, concluding on the report structure. 

Chapter Two, ‘Corporate and Sustainability Reporting’ provides a broad overview of the global 

reporting environment from a regulatory, industry, and professional perspective. 

Consequently, this chapter discusses the background and context of the history of corporate 

reporting, where the future of reporting is directed with the proposed corporate reporting 

models, the quality of information from regulators' developments, and who are the users of 

financial and non-financial corporate information. This chapter then looks at developments in 

the sustainability reporting landscape, documenting current regulatory developments in this 

field.  

Chapter Three, ‘Literature Review’, focuses on the academic foundations and literature review 

by identifying and addressing three themes identified in the literature concerning Integrated 

Reporting. These include the i) identification of organisational perceptions, ii) disclosure 
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quality and financial metrics, and iii) economic and national externalities. This chapter then 

reviews the academic theories applied in the literature, with the final sections identifying the 

limitations and gaps in the literature.  

Chapter Four, ‘Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses Development’, commences by presenting 

an overview of the academic theories relevant to this research study, with the construction of 

the conceptual framework building on this theoretical analysis. This chapter also includes the 

hypotheses development which is developed in two parts. The first section links advertised 

<IR> benefits to academic theories detailing the measurement criteria based on the literature 

analysis. The second part of the hypothesis development concerns the identification from the 

literature of country-level indicators that are likely to influence and be determinants of the 

adoption decision. The final section of the chapter concludes the study's theoretical foundations 

by presenting a hypothesis development framework diagram. 

Chapter Five, ‘Research Methodology’, is centred around the research methodology and the 

approach adopted in six separate sections. The first three sections detail the research 

philosophy, choice, process, and methodology adopted. The following section focuses on the 

research timeframe, sample and data collection methods employed. Therefore, the final two 

sections address research methods, variable measurement, and empirical models. 

Chapter Six, ‘Data Analysis and Key Findings’, presents the data analysis and findings in the 

order of the objectives: the first section details the diffusion and adoption analysis and results. 

The following three sections are structured with a discussion of the descriptive statistics and 

the analysis of the empirical results, with the final section concluding with the formal 

hypothesis testing.  

Chapter Seven, ‘Results Discussion’, discusses the key findings from the research by 

concentrating on the diffusion and adoption analysis results, followed by a discussion on 

hypotheses A and B. The following sections revisit the research aim, with the final two areas 

reviewing the academic theories and the final developed research framework model based on 

the evidence presented.  

Chapter Eight, ‘Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Research’, provides the thesis's concluding 

remarks detailing the contribution from a practical and theoretical perspective. The following 

two sections give the implications from a theoretical and practical standpoint and the detailed 

limitations of the research. The final section provides future research opportunities for other 

researchers and academics.  
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Chapter Two   Corporate and Sustainability Reporting 
 

2.    Introduction 

 

Following the introduction chapter, this chapter provides the background and historical 

research into corporate reporting that laid the foundations on which the <IR> has been 

established. Additionally, there is a discussion on the future of reporting with the proposed 

corporate reporting models, quality of information, and corporate information users. The final 

section has addressed the sustainability reporting landscape documenting the current 

regulatory developments in this field. 

2.1   Background 

 

 "Business and society have been pitted against each other for too long. That is in part because 

economists have legitimized the idea that to provide societal benefits, companies must temper 

their economic success. Companies must take the lead in bringing business and society back 

together".  

(Porter & Kramer, 2019). 

Over the last twenty years, there have been significant changes in corporate reporting 

concerning how corporate information is communicated and presented, focusing on the 

intended recipients of this information. Companies producing reports only for shareholders is 

now outdated, with companies directly reporting to a broader stakeholder community 

(Fitzsimon et al., 2015; Phillips, 2009). This more inclusive community of stakeholders requires 

more diverse, structured, and standardised corporate information. Therefore, organisations 

must be more transparent with internal metrics, business model processes, and the effect these 

internal business processes have on the organisation and the wider environment (Eccles & 

Krzus, 2010).  

The implementation of global accounting standards (IFRS) in the early 2000s for many 

countries started the global convergence to a high-quality standard set of recognised rules in 

accounting for corporate entities with structured formats in reporting information (Judge et al., 

2010). Although these standards are now widely accepted globally, it has been recognised that 

this narrow financial view of the organisation does not meet the needs of the 21st century or a 

growing wider stakeholder community (IIRC, 2011; KPMG, 2008). The business community 

recognised the need for more diverse information. In trying to meet the demands from various 
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quarters, they started producing an increasing number of CSR and Financial reports to meet the 

information needs of a broader stakeholder community and the requirements to include 

increased environmental and social information around corporate behaviours.  

This increased need for information about the organisation includes the past, current and 

intended future performance and how they address their ethical and social responsibilities, 

extending beyond the standard financial statement. Organisations must be more transparent 

with greater recognition of other types of corporate narrative information. The ACCA 

developed a new order of corporate reporting (figure 2.1), defining the information 

requirements organisations need to provide stakeholders and users of corporate information 

(ACCA, 2016, p. 15).  

Figure 2.1 - ACCA- Old order and the new order of corporate reporting 

 

Source: (ACCA, 2016), "Mapping the sustainability reporting landscape" © The Association of Chartered Certified 

Accountants May 2016 

The publication of corporate reports such as the Sustainability Report, Environmental Report, 

Corporate Governance Report and Corporate Social Responsibility Report (CSR), the business 

community intended to meet the need for more information about the company's performance 

and social impact through transparent narrative disclosures (Milne, 2002; Hahn & Kühnen, 

2013; Eccles, Ioannou, & Serafeim, 2014). However, unlike the globally accepted IFRS standards 

produced by the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB), no principles guide the 

information contained in these reports (Lai et al., 2016). The information within these narrative 

reports is at the will of the organisations' management and, in certain circumstances, lacks 
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focus, with significant material information being excluded. These weaknesses have led to calls 

for consolidation and greater standardisation of environmental and sustainability reporting 

from the investor community (Nwagbara & Reid, 2013). 

Sustainable reporting is not a new concept and has been in existence in one form or another 

since the early part of the twentieth century (Carroll, 2008). However, what transpires from the 

evidence is that the information is published in many different formats (Marimon, Alonso-

Almeida, & Rodriguez, 2012; Dragu & Tiron-Tudor, 2014). Various standard-setting 

organisations and countries require different reporting methodologies and measurement 

techniques for sustainable and environmental reporting. Consequently, there is no universal 

consensus in this field.   

The adoption of sustainable information confuses many companies with both voluntary 

(without legal basis) and mandatory (legal form) requirements globally. This has caused 

significant confusion not just within the business world but also in the broader stakeholder 

community. There, unlike IFRS, has been no widely accepted set of globally recognised 

principles or conceptual framework to assist organisations in the type, format or scope of 

information or linked to how this information relates to the organisation's business 

environment (Kolk, 2004). Porter and Kramer (2019, p. 4) stated, "With no overall framework 

guiding these efforts, most companies remain stuck in a "social responsibility" mindset in which 

societal issues are at the periphery, not the core".   

There is an acknowledgement from the practitioners and investment community that existing 

corporate reporting does not meet the information requirements of a broad stakeholder 

community (IIRC, 2017; KPMG & NUS, 2015). This reporting gap in the information provided 

by companies and the expectation from a general stakeholder community is a focus of the 

developments in the corporate reporting environment. Several of these innovations in 

reporting standards or frameworks focus purely on the underlying valuation and measurement 

of the sustainability and environmental practices the firm is engaged. However, they also 

require additional information and disclosure on Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) 

issues affecting the organisation.  

However, one such innovation defined by DOI theory (section 4.1.2), the Integrated Reporting 

Framework (IRF) issued by the International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), has been 

intended to close this expectation gap (IIRC, 2017). The focus of the integrated report (<IR>) 

creates 'one report' that gives a holistic future-orientated view of the company. The <IR> 

envisaged pulling together the plethora of year-end corporate reports into one consolidated 
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view of the organisation (IFAC, 2018) by combining the financial and non-financial information 

in a standardised, structured, and easy-to-follow format. The IRF requires the organisation to 

explain its business process and value creation methodology through the six core elements 

(Business Model, Strategy, Future Outlook, Operational Context, Performance, and Governance 

& Remuneration). The organisation also needs to explain how it uses the six capitals (Financial, 

Intellectual, Manufactured, Social and Relationship, Human and Natural) to organise and 

maintain profitability and generate value (IIRC, 2013). 

The history of the IIRC originated during a meeting of industry leaders and stakeholders 

organised by HRH, The Prince of Wales, 'The Prince's Accounting for Sustainability Initiative’ 

(A4S), the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the International Federations of Accountants 

(IFAC) in 2009. This meeting, which subsequently formed the IIRC, aimed to draft and publish 

a globally accepted reporting framework. The first draft of this framework came into effect in 

2013 (Eccles & Krzus, 2010) 

Unlike the development of IFRS, which are internationally accepted accounting standards 

(IASB, 2001), the IIRC believes that the IRF will have global appeal. It is already mandated to 

‘comply or explain’ in two countries worldwide: South Africa through the King I, II, & III reports 

(King Report on Governance for South Africa, 2009) and Brazil. However, Japan has seen a 

significant rise in the use of the <IR>, as the country’s stock exchange has mandated using the 

<IR> methodology for its annual reporting (Japan Exchange Group Inc, 2017). Both China and 

India have encouraged listed companies to apply the voluntary <IR> framework to their 

statutory reports (Barth et al., 2015). The European Union (EU) issued the Non-Financial 

Information Disclosure Directive effective from 2018, which affects all 27 member countries 

(Deloitte Touche, 2017). The EU non-financial information directive that applies to all EU-listed 

companies contains principles and guidelines like those within the <IR> framework. 

The IIRC has promoted the benefits of <IR> through several channels and networks to influence 

the diffusion and adoption of the framework to companies. To support this, the IIRC sourced 

the investor communities' views to evidence the wide-ranging support for the framework (IIRC, 

2017). The IIRC also issued calls for further research from the academic community to support 

the IIRC in advancing the evidence of the benefits for organisations from adopting this 

innovation in corporate reporting methodology. 
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2.2   Prior Research in Corporate Reporting 

 

Before the inception and development of the IIRC and, subsequently, the Integrated Reporting 

Framework (IRF) in 2010 and 2013, there has been significant historical research from 

regulators, practitioners, academics, and standard-setting NGOs (Non-Government 

Organisations) globally into the quality and complexity of corporate reporting. This historical 

research forms the foundations on which the principles of the IRF were based. Thereby 

instigating three avenues of investigation into the role of corporate reporting 

i) Future of Corporate Reporting 

ii) Quality of information 

iii) Users of Corporate (Financial and Non-Financial) Information 

The research into corporate reporting aims to improve information transparency and merge 

the corporate entity's role with societal concerns. The organisation's purpose in society has 

been debated for much of the 19th and 20th centuries by Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, and Adam 

Smith. Therefore, making this subject more prevalent since the financial crisis, focusing the 

minds of policymakers into conducting further detailed research. Although separate research 

fields, they are interlinked and provide the historical cornerstone and bedrock in which the 

IIRC has positioned itself, thereby reducing the information gap and complexity. They offer a 

principle-led framework that joins many of these independent strands of research to form the 

IRF. 

The motivation for this increased focus on corporate reporting, which includes ethics, integrity, 

and quality of information, resulted from the business scandals of 2001 - 2002 and the failures 

of Parmalat, Arthur Anderson, and Enron, to the global economic downturn of 2006 - 2008 and 

subsequent corporate failures of Lehman Brothers, Northern Rock, and IndyMac Bank. This 

added weight to the consensus that the corporate reports being published by listed companies 

were “historically in nature”, “lacked real value”, and were “over-complex”(Financial Reporting 

Council, 2020; FRC, 2009; ICAEW, 2017; IFAC, 2012).    

At the same time, during the economic downturn, investors were concerned with unethical 

business practices involving the company's CSR responsibilities that negatively affected the 

corporate reputation and increased risk (Adams, 2008). Nevertheless, there is a lack of action 

from National and International regulators to a changing business environment, allowing 

companies to develop without many controls, to monitor or prevent unethical behaviours or 
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provide appropriate regulatory oversight, as seen in the business scandals of 2001 - 2002 and 

2006- 2008 (Kirkpatrick, 2009).  

Many governments see industry self-regulation as the future of government policy, with a light 

touch of industry regulation to aid the self-management of corporate and ethical behaviours 

(Gilardi, 2005). This approach has raised significant concerns across social justice groups, and 

the OECD raised several challenges to such an approach, including accountability, free-riders, 

market distortions, regulatory capture, and the ‘watering down’  including the lack of strength 

in industry self-regulation being of significant concern (OECD, 2015). Before developing many 

global environmental standard-setting organisations, CSR disclosures were unstructured, with 

many companies ‘cherry-picking’ selective disclosures that give only a positive view of the 

organisation. Thereby effectively hiding corporate ‘wrongdoing’ through a process called  

‘greenwashing’ of complex CSR disclosures and reports whilst projecting  the image of good 

corporate citizenship (Elkington, 1998b).  

This has allowed global environmental standard-setting organisations to position themselves 

as ‘independent parties’ to direct a standardised, transparent, and ethical approach to CSR 

reporting, precisely economic, environmental, and social concerns.  

2.2.1  The Proposed Corporate Reporting Models 

 

Defining corporate reporting models is a continued aspiration for many academics and industry 

professionals. However, getting consensus on the future of corporate reporting and how this 

may evolve to meet diverse requirements from a broader group of interested parties remains 

achievable. Influential scholars have taken significant strides in this area by developing various 

corporate accounting and reporting models across many sectors and industries. However, not 

one proposed corporate reporting model has achieved widespread acclaim or prominence, 

although different aspects of each model have been influential in the subsequent development 

of the Integrated Reporting Framework. 

The Balanced Scorecard (BSC), developed by Kaplan and Norton in 1992 and amended in 1996, 

is based on four performance areas (Financial, Customer, Business Process, and Learning and 

Growth). It translates the organisational strategy into performance measures and, therefore, 

action. The BSC model moves away from traditional financial metrics and considers three other 

internally critical drivers of strategy and performance. Thus, organisations must consider non-

financial metrics and how these metrics will assist the organisation in achieving the corporate 

strategy. Investing in technology, innovation, employees, assets, processes, suppliers, and 
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customers will generate continued growth, prosperity, and future value by developing the path 

forward. The most crucial premise of the BSC tool is the objective of long-term value creation 

through the communication of vision and strategy through the internal management of the 

organisation (Kaplan & Norton, 2000).  

This approach is supported by the accounting firm Ernst and Young, which took this 

methodology to help organisations disclose more non-financial measures in the organisation's 

external reporting. These measures were similar to those measured in the balanced scorecard 

(Hastings, 2015). Consequently, there are fundamental similarities between the requirements 

in the BSC and the core elements of the IRF, with the development of non-financial measures 

used internally being reported externally. 

There are two alternative models of value-based accounting. The first, conducted by Arthur 

Anderson's professional accounting firm in 1999, centres around value dynamics. The value 

dynamics model is positioned around the organisations' value-generating assets and future 

value-generating activities. Value dynamics require analysing the strategy, business models, 

business processes, and risk management in five kinds of future value-generating assets: 

physical, customer, organisation, financial, and employee and supplier. The firm's boundary is 

also extended to include those asset relationships that provide continued benefit to the firm. 

The model is built around a three-dimensional matrix. The first is how assets are used in the 

business model; the second on how the processes are used in the external environment and 

managed by the businesses. The third relates to time, past, present, and future. The core of the 

dynamic value model is how the organisation creates, maintains and manages its value-creation 

activities (Boulton et al., 2000).  

The second value-based model was developed and led by a team at PWC on Value Reporting, 

published as a book in 2003 called ‘The Value Revolution’ (Eccles et al., 2003). The value 

reporting framework has four distinct areas of focus and disclosure: a market overview, 

strategy, value-creating activities, and financial performance. Furthermore, this is underpinned 

by the organisation's business model and how managers run the business, compared to what 

investors consider essential value drivers. The fundamental value drivers are then measured 

using standard indices, and the relationship between different indices is quantified and 

reported across the organisation. The models also expressly require developing non-financial 

and intangible asset value drivers, with disclosures explicitly made by the organisation on 

market share, customer retention, innovations, speed to market, intellectual capital, and 

employee retention, to name a few focus areas.  
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These developments are expressly made to enable the investment community to make 

meaningful comparisons between companies in the same markets or industries. Consequently,  

moving away from the traditional earning metrics that have been the single source of analysis 

for most buy-side analyses. The authors highlight the short-termism of the traditional earnings 

management of the investment community and the key organisations' managers, requiring 

them to take a long-term view on managing the business affairs. A fundamental step away from 

traditional accounting models is the idea of ‘pulling the curtain back’ and giving users 

information about the measures used internally to manage the business. Therefore, enabling 

the information to be provided electronically and users to ‘slice and dice’ the data to meet their 

objectives and needs (Eccles, 2002). 

Another proposed model that has received acclaim from various sources relates to the Triple 

Bottom Line (TBL) seen as ground-breaking; John Elkington developed this model in 1994 

(Elkington, 1999). The fundamental concept of this model is to report on the organisation's 

economic, environmental, and social bottom line, considering the sustainability of the current 

business model. The economic bottom lines require reporting the physical and financial capital 

that the company utilises. As business moves to the knowledge economy, it relates to the 

employees' human and intellectual capital, processes and knowledge that make up the 

organisation’s competitive advantage. However, the economic bottom line goes much further 

than traditional financial metrics. It requires considering the long-term sustainability of the 

costs incurred, demand for its product or services, and the innovative programmes intended to 

pursue longevity.  

The environmental bottom line considers the use of the natural capital flows and the 

organisations’ use, replacement, substitutable or recycling of natural capital. That goes far 

beyond the traditional disclosure of raw materials and electricity used in the product lifecycle. 

The environmental bottom line considers the ecological ecosystem from one production unit 

with direct and indirect associated effects. That includes water, raw materials, energy 

production, and ecological costs with waste products, recycling, and end-of-product effects—

consideration of the impact on the natural environment from the extraction of the materials 

and polluting activities. The more significant analysis of the environmental bottom line will 

directly impact the financial bottom-line due to increased legal claim provisions, clean-up costs, 

decommissioning costs, and increased insurance premiums.  

The social bottom line considers the human capital (skills and education of employees). It also 

extends to the societal impact of the organisation's business activities on the health and well-
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being of the social environment in which it operates. Social accounting considers training, 

safety, education, donations, sponsorships, and the employment of underprivileged groups 

inside and outside the immediate corporate boundaries. The social bottom line also considers 

slave rights, child labour in supply chains, pollution of the water table, human rights impacts 

on activities in restricted areas, land rights, deforestation, product raw materials and associated 

effects — the restrictions of trade unions, wages and working conditions on disadvantaged 

groups. The social bottom line will impact both the environmental and economic bottom lines 

encompassing a complete analysis of the organisation's activities (Elkington, 1998).  

Although the TBL has significant benefits and good intentions, whether companies adopt the 

principles within the framework is entirely voluntary. However, as noted in the IRF, five of the 

six capitals directly correlate with the TBL capitals. At the core of the TBL requires companies 

to act socially responsible, which may contradict the profit maximisation hypothesis that has 

been the bedrock of the capital markets.  

It is worth considering that economist Karl Marx stated: “…that companies could not be socially 

responsible. As the system (capitalism) in which they operate actively reprimands those companies 

that do not seek economic and shareholder value maximisation”. Milton Friedman also supported 

this statement (Gray & Milne, 2013). In identifying the conflict within the business community 

in balancing the conflicting goal of generating shareholder wealth with aspirations of being a 

socially good corporate citizen. 

A further influential study produced by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

(AICPA) on ‘Improving Business Reporting - A Customer Focus’, commonly named - ‘The Jenkins 

Report’ (1994), investigated the information needs of users of financial and non-financial 

information. This report was ground-breaking and far-reaching in the conclusions reached. The 

report was primarily aimed at investors and creditors understanding the types of information 

organisations provide and the types of information needed by these user groups. The 

investigation was separated into eight independent projects that investigated the main themes 

of users, information and business reporting models utilising focus groups. One of the main 

projects was acknowledging a trade-off between the cost of improving information 

transparency and availability and the associated benefit of providing this information. In 

identifying these issues, the committee addressed the main shortcomings of the current 

regulatory model. Equally, the committee focused on critical areas of improvement by 

narrowing the scope, enabling each project area to focus on essential themes.  
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Interestingly, academic research was a significant source of information for the committee 

when analysing current and future business or investment models, enabling the committee to 

understand user information needs.  

The academic business models the committee studied included, for instance. 

• Michael Porter’s, Competitive Advantage - Creating and Sustaining Superior 

Performance. 

• John Naisbitt’s, Megatrends.  

• Prahalad and Hamel’s, The Core Competence of the Corporation.  

• Rummler and Brache’s, Improving Performance;  

• Hronec’s book on Vital Signs, and  

• Robert Eccles's article, ‘The performance Measurement Manifesto’.  

The committee considered and studied several sources in the investment models, including.  

• Graham and Dodd’s Security Analysis, by Sidney Cottle, Roger Murray, Frank 

Block, and Martin Leibowitz;  

• Creating Shareholder Value, by Alfred Rappaport. 

• Valuation: Measuring and Managing the Value of Companies, by Tom Copeland, 

Tim Koller, and Jack Murrin.  

• One Up on Wall Street, by Peter Lynch; and  

• S&P’s Corporate Finance Criteria, by Standard & Poor’s Corporation 

 (AICPA, 1994). 

The recommendations in the Jenkins Report are separated by ‘user of’ and ‘providers of 

‘different types of information, each with three key recommendations. The proposals include 

the following: 

Users 

i. Provide more forward-looking information, including management plans, strategy, 

risks, and opportunities. 

ii. Report on factors that create long-term value, including identifying non-financial 

measures, including business process performance. 

iii. Alignment of internal information with what is provided externally 

 

 



Page | 26  

 

Providers 

 

iv. Focus on users’ information needs. 

v. The business should develop business reporting models that reflect users' 

requirements. 

vi. Adopt a longer-term focus that ties the business environment and its vision for the 

organisation with the users’ future information needs. 

Audits 

vii. Audited financial and non-financial information is essential, and audits should change to 

reflect the changing corporate reporting environment. 

(AICPA, 1994) 

The Jenkins Report (1994) aligns significantly with the core elements of the IRF. It has been one 

of the main influential reports that provide clear foundations for the subsequent development 

of the IIRC. The report thoroughly investigates users’ information needs and considerations for 

corporate reporting providers. However, the recommendations do not require consolidating 

the annual CSR and financial statement reports.  

Professor Robert Eccles is one leading academic advocating the consolidation of sustainability, 

CSR, and financial statements into one comprehensive consolidated ‘One Report’. Apart from 

being one of the principal authors of The Value Revolution, he has been instrumental in 

formulating and structuring the performance frontier and authoring the ‘One Report - 

Integrated Reporting for a Sustainable Strategy’. Although published in 2010, it had been several 

years in development with influences from The Value Revolution: Moving Beyond the Earnings 

Game, Wiley (2001); Building Public Trust: The Future of Corporate Reporting, Wiley (2002); and 

other seminal research projects, articles and presentations (DiPiazza & Eccles, 2002; Eccles, 

2012; Eccles et al., 2003).   

The ‘One Report - Integrated Reporting for a Sustainable Strategy’ encourage organisations to 

consolidate their sustainability strategy with the annual financial statements providing an 

integrated approach to communicating information to stakeholders across all aspects that 

affect the organisations' ability to generate value (Eccles & Krzus, 2010). The ‘One Report’ 

requires the narrative disclosure of how the organisation uses its resources, i.e. the six capitals, 

to meet its long-term strategic aims. These six capitals are considered when the business model 

is reported using inputs and outputs and how this supports or adversely affects value 
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generation. The narrative disclosure gives stakeholders a holistic overview of the 

organisations' future aspirations, strategy, risks, and associated opportunities in meeting 

future trading forecasts. The influences of the sustainable strategy ensure that the organisation 

embed environmental initiatives throughout the different business units and develops KPIs 

that reflect their performance against the most critical environmental concerns. Many investors 

prioritise the prevalence of utilising non-financial measures and associated ESG scores.  

The ‘One Report’ many influences came from prior research, including the King Code on 

corporate governance from the Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE), the balanced scorecard, the 

value revolution, and the OECD report on rebuilding corporate leadership. However, the ‘One 

Report’ priority is a sustainable future for all, ensuring that reporting enables the current state 

of play to be disclosed alongside high-quality information availability (Eccles & Krzus, 2010). 

2.2.2  Regulatory & Industry Information Directives 

 

Several governmental regulators such as the Financial Reporting Council (FRC), Securities and 

Exchange Commission (SEC), and international organisations such as the Organisation of 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)  and the International Accounting Standards 

Board (IASB) issued reports on the role of corporate reporting and corporate governance 

considering the failures experienced during the economic downturn. These regulators also 

investigated how the quality of information contained within these reports could be improved 

to meet an increasingly diverse audience and regulation (FRC, 2009; Kirkpatrick, 2009). 

Nevertheless, they also consider the long-term role of shareholders with an increased social 

conscience and the organisation's role within the environment. 

An influencing factor on improved business practices within society and CSR reporting comes 

from ‘The Ten Principles of the UN Global Compact’ issued in July 2000. It requires companies 

to embed core human rights, labour, environment, and anti-corruption values, report on their 

performance, and demonstrate participation regularly. Although a voluntary code for 

businesses to adopt, it has significant global support from national governments and 

signatories to the UN Global Charter (UN Global Compact, 2014). These principles have also 

influenced subsequent research and development of CSR reporting activities and disclosures. 

These improvements are not restricted to those companies adopting these core values of the 

UN charter but the wider CSR reporting environment and the quality of disclosures (Voegtlin & 

Pless, 2014). 
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One aspect of the quality framework is defining a long-term view of the organisation and how 

it relates to its role within the social environment in which it operates. Another report written 

and issued by the Committee of the OECD on “Rebuilding Corporate Leadership: How Directors 

Can Link Long-Term Performance with Public Goals” provides narrative examples of how the 

long-term view can be implemented into the core organisational goals and strategy. 

Furthermore, the report also addresses the organisation's role, shareholders, and other societal 

interests, i.e. the greater stakeholder community. Another area of significant importance is 

integrated thinking and embedding societal benefits, such as environmental and social aspects, 

into the core processes and values. Ensuring the organisations consider the long-term value 

proposition of societal and ‘other’ interested parties may not have a direct financial investment 

within the organisation.  

The OECD report also defines the three developmental stages of ‘CSR’ reporting by 

organisations. The first wave of focus has been on philanthropy, the second on public relations, 

and the third on product development (Committee for Economic Development: Research and 

Policy Committee, 2000). This report believes that CSR activities are generated from outside 

the organisation and tend to narrow the focus of participation to a driver of environmental 

initiatives. “CSR-related projects serve only as short-term, cosmetic solutions to systemic 

problems, and as a vehicle for public relations campaigns intended to placate activist NGOs” (Ibid. 

p10.). The central conclusion of this seminal report focuses on board-level action of integrating 

environmental, societal, and human rights considerations into corporate action and strategy. 

Further stating, “… to strengthen long-term competitiveness and the sustainability of both the 

corporation and the society in which it exists”.  

The OECD report also discusses the different types of regulation that can be employed, from 

rules-based to principles-based approaches. Organisations should follow a more voluntary 

code of governance instead of a ‘mandated regulation’ ordained by a national government, with 

a stricter compliance environment. It recommended the term ‘smart regulation’ that merges 

the two concepts of rules-based and principles-based approaches to regulation — giving 

general principles-based rules to allow organisations to apply as they interpret the statute or 

explain non-compliance. Although, this approach is in direct contradiction with a report issued 

by the United Nations Committee on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), which calls on 

member states to improve the corporate governance code. That includes more significant 

regulatory reforms primarily focused on financial institutions but should address inherent 

regulatory weaknesses in these other areas, such as managing and embedding sustainability 

issues into more comprehensive stakeholder governance reforms and making the performance 



Page | 29  

 

measures more concrete on organisations. However, this report does indicate that national 

reforms should consider ‘other’ international principles-based guidance on corporate 

governance where it is relevant for national governments, thereby reducing the complexity of 

multinational organisations (UNCTAD, 2010). 

Further research commissioned by the FRC in the UK investigated how corporate reporting and 

regulation could be made less complicated, more integrated, and more relevant for users. 

Stating, “There is a need to re-establish the principle that corporate reports should be designed 

for their primary purpose - providing investors with information that is useful for making their 

resource allocation decisions and assessing the managements stewardship” (FRC, 2009 p10). 

Interestingly, the FRC took the approach that the cost of providing more information should not 

increase and that the focus should be on information already reviewed and assessed internally 

by management in making strategic decisions. The FRC further developed eight guiding 

principles, four for regulation (targeted, proportionate, coordinated, and transparent) and four 

principles for reporting communication (focused, open & honest, transparent & 

understandable, and finally, interesting & engaging). The FRC stated, “The credit crisis convinced 

us that the need for high-quality corporate reporting is greater than ever and that we must deliver 

on our efforts to help make reports more understandable and relevant” (FRC, 2009, p. 10).  

The approach adopted by the FRC is in alignment with that of the IASB view on the 

‘management approach’ to reporting performance and segmental information. Furthermore, 

companies must provide a balanced, open, and honest opinion of their results, emphasising 

both the good and the bad. 

Interestingly, a report issued by the US Securities and Exchange Commission’s Advisory 

Committee on Improvements to Financial Reporting (SEC) also investigated the corporate 

reporting environment making recommendations intended to improve the usefulness of 

financial information by reducing the complexity of financial statements for investors, 

preparers, and auditors. These recommendations are investor specific and do not consider 

other interested stakeholders' broader scope of information requirements. The 

recommendations included five key areas: i) improving the usefulness of information, ii) 

enhancing the accounting standards-setting process, iii) improving the effectiveness of 

accounting standards, iv) providing better guidance on accounting issues, and v) providing 

better guidance on restatements of financial statements and accounting judgements. As a 

precursor to these recommendations, the SEC supports a single set of high-quality international 

accounting standards and eXtensible Business Reporting Language (XBRL) to assist in 
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analysing the financial statements. However, it is restrictive in the primary users of the 

information and the intended audience being that of the narrow term ‘investors’, thereby 

ignoring other reports and the wider stakeholder groups that give more comprehensive 

support of a broader scope and use of corporate reporting (SEC, 2008). 

Other influential research referenced in many academic journals that have been persuasive in 

developing the IRF comes from the ‘The Hermes Principles - Investing guidelines for 

Companies’(Hermes Fund Managers Ltd., 2008). The Hermes Principles were created by the 

institutional investment community, primarily pension funds and fund managers, for more 

exceptional ethical business behaviour. These ten principles' core were four headings covering 

communication, financial, strategic, social, ethical, and environmental. Although this report has 

a narrow view of the organisation, it does give clear principles-based guidelines of what 

investors should expect from companies and, vice-versa, what companies should expect from 

the investment community. It provides an approach and framework for the organisations in 

which these funds invest. This shared understanding of expectations between parties (the 

investor and management) allows for coherent long-term value generation and improved 

management discipline. It enables companies that have adopted these principles to outperform 

market expectations. Underpinning these ten principles are three fundamental behaviours and 

goals: creating a financial surplus, achieving a competitive advantage and acting ethically.  

In requiring ethical behaviour of companies, it does question the short-termism of fund 

managers and the capital markets behaviours that require these short-term performance 

measures. Thereby indicating that many pension and insurance liabilities are settled via 

absolute returns over the long term, drawing a distinction between absolute returns over the 

long term and relative measures over the short term. The Hermes principles also identify the 

use of information supply from the company to the investment community also generates 

short-termism, as there is no communication relating to long-term planning or organisational 

direction (Hermes Fund Managers Ltd., 2008). However, although aimed at the investment 

environment, the principles address communication with other interested stakeholders and 

how to manage these relationships effectively and consider societal concerns. By stating, ' 

Companies should behave ethically and regard the environment and society as a whole’. It also 

requires companies to adopt both mandatory and voluntary codes of practice, reducing the 

social impact of business-related activities.  

“Principle 10 ‘Companies should support voluntary and statutory measures which 

minimise the externalisation of costs to the detriment of society at large”. 
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Furthermore, agreeing with the recommendations on sustainable financing produced by a 

consortium of eighty companies on behalf of the Department for Environment, Food and Rural 

Affairs (DEFRA), titled ‘The London Principles - The future of finance’, requiring financial 

services firms to considerer the environmental and sustainability implication of their 

investment decisions. Ensuring a more sustainable long-term approach is adopted for 

financing,  being more ethical and assessing all types of risks that affect an organisation. 

Furthermore, the risk management process needs a broader assessment of sustainability and 

sustainability issues by taking greater responsibility in the investment decisions. The report 

also requires those investment firms to influence those they invest in, thereby exercising 

ownership of organisational financing (Corporation of London, 2005).  

The seven principles developed in this report are building on and opening finance to 

innovations in environmental and sustainable technologies and requiring greater information 

transparency for organisations requiring investment and asset option pricing. By requiring 

companies to be more transparent with information disclosure, the financial service firms can 

develop and assess environmental and sustainable risk management models to price assets and 

reduce the cost of financing to socially responsible firms. Nevertheless, it also highlights that 

the information currently contained in the annual corporate reporting model does not provide 

enough information to conduct an extensive risk management analysis that includes 

environmental and sustainable issues. 

When considering other global developments and research that were influential in developing 

the IRF in corporate governance and sustainability, South Africa is regarded as a model of good 

corporate citizenship with the implementation of the King Code on Corporate Governance. 

There have been several iterations of the King report (I, II, & III) since its first publication in 

1994. However, it was not until the update and release of the King II Report in 2002 that the 

requirement for an integrated sustainability report and not an integrated report including the 

annual financial statements and CSR report or sustainability report combined. Although, the 

King I report advocated that organisations should communicate to a broader stakeholder 

audience. This was a voluntary code for companies on the Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE), 

and listed public companies were encouraged but not mandated to adopt the core principles 

contained in the code.  

However, it was not until 2008, with the release of the King III report, which required 

companies from March 2010 to combine the annual financial statements and the sustainability 

report into one yearly integrated report on a comply or explain basis. The King III code does 
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encourage greater engagement with and participation of all stakeholder groups; by including a 

more influential group of users, the information required to be disclosed by companies that 

comply with this code has significantly increased and needs to be managed accordingly. 

Interestingly, the release of the King III code coincided with the founding of the Integrated 

Reporting Committee of South Africa in March 2010 to facilitate companies on their Integrated 

Reporting journey (Integrated Reporting SA, 2018). 

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) was a pivotal partner organisation forming the IIRC  and 

the structure of the IRF. There is a high correlation between the first draft guideline statement 

and the subsequent IRF issued by the IIRC in 2013. In response to the Exxon Valdez oil spill, the 

GRI organisation was formed from CERES and the Tellus Institute (linked to the UN 

Environmental Programme), both US-based non-profit organisations, in 1997. With the 

primary aim of improving corporate transparency through environmental accountability. The 

first draft guidelines were issued in 1999 to encourage companies to adhere to responsible 

ecological conduct and were the first globally recognised sustainability framework. The first 

formal guidelines were published in 2000, requiring preparers to produce an integrated report. 

Although the structure and specification were absent from the guidelines, it highlighted the 

need for economic, environmental, and social information in the same report. The Draft 

guidelines stated the following: 

“Systematic Accounting and Reporting would involve the production of integrated accounts of 

performance across environmental, social, and economic dimensions. In theory, such reporting 

would resemble standard financial accounting in many ways. Although standards are as yet not 

defined, this style of reporting offers an integrated view of performance and reveals whether or 

not performance in the reporting period represents an improvement over time. Some of the 

components of Systematic Accounting and Reporting are contained in Parts 3 to 8 of the 

Guidelines. 

In Systematic Accounting and Reporting, an enterprise will need to define both stocks and flows 

of various forms of value into and out of environmental, social, and economic accounts. In other 

words, in order to understand sustainability, there is a need to report not only on the “bottom line” 

(i.e., the sustainability equivalent of the profit and loss statement) but also on the accumulated 

effects of various activities (similar to capital balances or asset-liability balances). So-called “eco-

balance” methods of environmental accounting provide an example of a limited form of this 

practice. In sustainability reporting, this requires accounting for each dimension of sustainability, 

which in turn will help advance an understanding of the inter-relationships and balance between 
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environmental, social, and economic impacts. Guidance on approaches for Systematic Accounting 

and Reporting will be further developed as the Guidelines are updated and revised.”   

                      (GRI, 1999, p. 30) 

However, this guidance was subsequently simplified with the GRI G3.1 (2011) guidelines. 

“Reporting on economic, environmental, and social performance could coincide or be integrated 

with other organizational reporting, such as annual financial statements. Coordinated timing 

will reinforce the linkages between financial performance and economic, environmental, and 

social performance.” 

(Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), 2011) 

The simplification of the GRI standards coincided with the formation of the IIRC in 2010,  

enabling the IIRC to spearhead the global diffusion and adoption of IR, utilising and building on 

the vast partner and networks already established from the ground-breaking work of the GRI. 

This enabled the IIRC to develop and recruit companies for their pilot study. 

2.2.3  Users of Corporate (Financial and Non-Financial) Information  

 

The role of information and the recipients in corporate reporting has long been debated in 

industry and academia. The traditional view of the role of information and the intended 

recipients should be limited to those who own the company's capital, i.e. the shareholders. This 

simplistic view of the role of the organisation goes back to the economist Milton Friedman and 

‘The Friedman Doctrine’ in the early 1970s, stating,  

“In a free-enterprise, private-property system, a corporate executive is an employee of the 

owners of the business. He has direct responsibility to his employers. That responsibility is 

to conduct the business in accordance with their desires... the key point is that, in his 

capacity as a corporate executive, the manager is the agent of the individuals who own the 

corporation... and his primary responsibility is to them.".  

(Friedman, 2017, p. 170) 

However, it can be argued that Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, and Adam Smith added to the 

narrative conversation as far back as 1890 with their discussion on the class issues, the role of 

‘capital owners’, and means of production and private property. Marx noted that the 

organisation of society depends on the means of production and that no individual or state can 

go against the forces of the economy, giving rise to the capitalist society. The capitalist (private 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Free-enterprise
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Private_property
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corporate_executive
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property owner) is interested in reinvesting profits in new technologies and innovations to 

further the profit maximisation paradigm (Hill, 2007). One of the critical aspects of shareholder 

theory is that the responsibilities of the organisation's managers ignore the needs of other 

stakeholders and maximise shareholder returns. 

This shareholder theory approach contradicts the Stakeholder theory, which considers that 

managers should balance the financial interests of shareholders with the interests of other 

stakeholders, including employees, suppliers, customers, community, environment, 

government and society (Smith, 2003). 

The term ‘stakeholder theory’ was first coined in the early 1960s concerning corporate social 

responsibility and managers' responsibilities beyond traditional shareholders. Stakeholder 

theory considers the interests of many parties, ultimately weighing and balancing those 

interests with the organisation and profit maximisation. Both Shareholder and stakeholder 

theories are normative theories of corporate social responsibility, but at either end of the scale 

when considering the organisation's role in the social context in which it operates. 

The Jenkins Report (1994) focused on the different users and information requirements for 

each user group and their circumstances. The user group was defined as any group that uses 

the information to make decisions on information pertaining to a business capacity but not 

personal. Nine user groups were detailed: investors, creditors, management and board 

members, employees, competitors, regulators, academics, the press, and others concerned with 

social causes. Although the report only focuses on Investors and creditors, a professional 

capacity and user groups should be considered. They recommended that future improvements 

in corporate reporting should consider providing information where the benefit exceeds the 

cost of providing such information. The users’ information model proposed to include five 

broad categories, including ten elements that the committee’s study indicated were the type of 

information the users find most beneficial. The Jenkin report also stated that not all kinds of 

information should be provided at the same frequency and timing but should be customised to 

different users' requirements, allowing for individual, organisational constraints (AICPA, 

1994). 

After the Jenkins Report in 1994, another UK consultation report was released from the RSA 

Inquiry team entitled “Tomorrow’s Company: The Role of Business in a Changing World”. 

Published in 1995, it consulted over 8,000 business leaders and decision-makers from across 

the UK. It set up an Inquiry Network of 500 RSA fellows to collate and report on a shared vision 

of the future of sustainable business success. The report highlighted a gap between business 
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intention and the resulting action. The report focused on the continued debate between 

shareholder v stakeholder prioritisation. The report concluded that companies could provide 

long-term shareholder value by giving weight to all interested stakeholders. 

Furthermore, the RSA inquiry developed an inclusive approach and framework for the broader 

stakeholder to be applied to ‘Tomorrow’s Company’. The framework consists of five inclusive 

areas of focus for ‘Tomorrow’s Company’ i) vision and values, ii) business leaders, iii) 

investment needs, iv) people, and v) and society (RSA Inquiry: Tomorrow’s Company, 1995). 

Another report released by Tomorrow’s Company entitled, ‘Tomorrow’s Owners - Defining, 

differentiating and rewarding stewardship’ in 2005 states one of the principles of good 

corporate stewardship.  

 “… means being involved, thorough, honest, and uncompromising in upholding the 

importance of stewardship - defining publishing the purpose and philosophy of the 

company, making clear, a public statement setting out the relationship between the 

owners, the company, and its other stakeholders, and the roles and responsibilities of each 

party. And it means being both open and faithful to these commitments and being 

accountable for the long-term as well as the short-term health of the company”. 

     (RSA Inquiry: Tomorrow’s Company, 2003 p.8) 

Progress has been piecemeal, with little headway in the ten years between Tomorrow’s 

Company’s two reports. The OECD issued a report in 2009 investigating the lessons learned 

from the corporate governance failures after the financial crisis and took a limited view of 

stakeholders. There are only two reference points to stakeholders made throughout the 

report—the first reference in assessing the quality and competence of the board. The second 

reference point, VII, relates to transparency. The Principles of Conduct for Compensation 

Policies report takes the view, supported by the capital markets the responsibilities of the 

directors’ fiducial duty are to “…the longer-term interest of the company and that of its 

shareholders” (Kirkpatrick, 2009).   

However, many of the proposed models on corporate reporting discussed in the previous 

section ensure that the broad stakeholder approach is at the core of each model, framework, or 

standard. This continued confusion is at the root of many issues the existing corporate 

reporting model highlights. Regulations give limited guidance on settling this conflict for these 

other interested groups and parties. However, the SEC advisory committee on improvements 

to financial reporting addressed this very issue in note 15 of the report stating,  
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“We recognise the need for balance among all parties involved in the standards-setting 

process. We do not intend to suggest by this recommendation that investor input trumps 

all others. Instead, in cases where constituent views cannot be reconciled, we believe that 

the investor perspective should be afforded greater weight.” 

In recognising this conflict between different stakeholders, the committee tried to give 

standard-setters some direction for the future of regulation. It suggests that financial reporting 

systems are best served when investors' perspectives are ‘given priority ‘as all stakeholders 

benefit from higher capital allocation (SEC, 2008). Notably, contradicting the earlier statement 

mentioned in the same report, that inherent conflict of opinions and views, even in the same 

report, highlights the continued debate in this complex area.  

The UK regulator, the FRC, acknowledged that corporate reporting had many different users, 

requiring substantially additional information to be used in many ways. Stating, “standard 

setters and other regulators are under pressure from all sides to make them (corporate reports) 

meet all the needs of every potential stakeholder, …. the reality is that we cannot meet this 

aspiration”. The FRC would like to re-establish the principle that corporate reports should be 

designed to provide investors with information to make informed decisions for resource 

allocation. This approach is consistent with the IASB (FRC, 2009). The King I code in South 

Africa (1994) required the broad stakeholder community's integrated approach to the 

corporate governance code. Indeed, when considering the principles of the <IR>, the core 

elements require continuous assessment of all stakeholders. The company should disclose the 

approach adopted in its evaluation of the engagement the company has taken to address the 

concerns of these groups. 

2.3  Sustainability Reporting Landscape 

 
Society's evolving agenda has significantly increased sustainability frameworks and measures 

since the 1999 inception of the Global Reporting Initiative(GRI). There was no specific guidance 

or requirement on how organisations should report CSR activities and their social and 

environmental performance, with GRI being one of the first to provide advice.  There is a 

concern with organisations' environmental and social practices, and for them to be held more 

accountable has changed the focus and determination of standard-setting organisations. The 

emerging evolution of society can be reflected in the CSR stages since the first published reports 

in the 1970s, which has reflected the changing of society's ethos on these issues (Burritt, 2012; 

Visser, 2014).   
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Figure 2.2 - Ages and Stages of CSR 

 

The different stages are reflected in Figure 2.2, with the first stage of CSR seeing companies 

being resistant to change, reflecting a more defensive approach in their CSR reporting. Before 

transitioning and recognising the benefits of good PR by highlighting the good causes and 

charitable donations, presenting themselves as good corporate citizens (Burchell & Cook, 2013).  

The subsequent evolutionary stage concerns CSR being used as a marketing tool to promote 

and enhance business performance.  The promotion of marketing activities of firms with poor 

environmental performance positively led to the coining of the term ‘greenwashing’ by 

environmental activists Jay Westerveld in 1986 (Watson, 2016). Although greenwashing 

organisations are as prevalent today, three decades later, when first recognised through 

spotlight media, as when greenwashing was first coined.   

The next evolutionary step came with merging CSR into corporate strategy and CSR becoming 

part of the boardroom conversation. Consequently,  organisations recognise their role with the 

government in directing the agenda of CSR and the benefit to shareholder value from adopting 

a strategic approach (Gazzola & Colombo, 2014). Gazzola & Colombo state, “… incorporating 

corporate social responsibility into all strategic decisions is, arguably, one of the most difficult 

challenges managers face.” The accountability of nations and organisations through 

environmental and climate commitments and agreements brought in a new age of 

responsibility. This has also seen a significant determination with the incorporation of NGO 

organisations and several sub-organisations developing the drive to a more sustainable future 

with the UN Environmental Program, UN Climate Disclosure, UN Global Compact with the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) released in 2015 to great acclaim (UN Global Compact, 

2017; Voegtlin & Pless, 2014; Zemanova & Drulakova, 2016).   
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The next stage of CSR is known as the transformative age of CSR, or CSR 2.0, which ties in with 

establishing the IIRC integrated thinking approach, embedding, and organising all activities 

through the lens of CSR and the associated effects. Visser defines CSR 2.0 (p.4) as “based on five 

principals (creativity, scalability, responsiveness, locality, and circularity) and forms the basis for 

a new DNA model of responsible business, built around the four elements of value creation, good 

governance, societal contribution, and environmental integrity”.  

There are three critical curses to the new age of CSR implementation for organisations 

incremental, peripheral, and uneconomic. The problem with each of these stages of CSR was 

the poorly defined notion with no universally accepted concept of what it is and what it should 

entail, seen as a ‘side-show’ to primary business activities.  However, this lack of clear definition, 

structure and concepts has allowed further developments in the sustainability reporting 

landscape (Burchell & Cook, 2013; Smith & Font, 2014; Visser, 2014).  

However, it also encouraged the creation of different sustainability development organisations 

focused on various aspects of sustainability, implementing their interpretation of what ‘CSR 2.0’ 

should and should not be included in corporate accountability, transparency, and reporting 

requirements. These new sustainability-focused standard-setting organisations have resulted 

in enormous growth in measurement, reporting metrics, standards, codes, and frameworks. 

Figure 2.3 - The Reporting Exchange - Global Metrics 

 

Source:  The Reporting Exchange - Measurement Indicators and Metrics -© 2021 The Reporting Exchange is a 
WBCSD initiative developed by CDSD and Ecodesk. 

 

The monitoring and collation of these metrics, organisations and standards are through The 

Reporting Exchange (figure 2.3). There were over 1,172 different organisations involved in 

setting 2,255 provisions, guidelines, standards, codes, and frameworks, providing 1,424 

indicators and 652 ratings, rankings, and indexes for the sustainability corporate reporting 

landscape. Therefore, navigating rather than specifying companies with a simple and 

compelling sustainability reporting environment has become overly complex and challenging. 

Consequently, the regulators and the IASB have recognised this fact, and a period of 

consolidation and regulation has commenced. 
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Firstly, the IIRC and the SASB merged in June 2020 to become the Value Reporting Foundation, 

committed to working closely with and aligning the reporting framework of the Climate 

Disclosure Standards Board (CDSB), GRI, Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures 

(TCFD), and Financial Stability Board (FSB) (Value Reporting Foundation, 2022; WEF & 

Deliotte, 2020).  Secondly, the announcement by the IASB to incorporate the International 

Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) as a subsidiary organisation. Subsequently, formally 

consolidating the Value Reporting Foundation into a formal regulatory standard-setting 

organisation reporting under the IASB (IFRS Foundation, 2021). The hope is that this will 

significantly simplify the sustainability corporate reporting landscape and environment. 

2.4  Chapter Conclusion  

 

This chapter has provided a general overview of the corporate environment detailing the 

background by analysing the history of research into corporate reporting. The following section 

further describes the future of corporate reporting and how the quality of information has 

developed in reporting practices. Special attention was also given to the users and the 

broadening scope of recipients of corporate information.  The final section summarises the 

evolution of CSR reporting and the sustainability reporting landscape. The next chapter will 

provide a focused literature review on Integrated Reporting research.
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Chapter Three Literature Review 
 

3.   Introduction 

 

This chapter will review the literature, focusing on the current research themes in <IR>, thereby 

developing the current debate and highlighting the current research trends. The following two 

sections will document the limitations and the future research agenda, and the final section will 

summarise gaps in the literature that this research will address. 

3.1   Literature Review - Integrated Reporting 

 

This chapter focuses on the field of research that relates specifically to the <IR>, conducted by 

leading academics, industry, and regulators since the release of the IRF in 2013. The previous 

chapter provided some context into the debate, thinking and developments of the historical 

research from academia, industry, regulators, and NGOs in corporate reporting; the types of 

users of the information; the proposed future reporting models and the quality of the 

information provided by companies in both the form and content. Understanding the historical 

research influenced the thinking and debate, laying the foundations for the subsequent 

advancement of the IIRC was realised with the release of the IRF in 2013. Without the different 

aspects of historical research conducted by leading scholars, regulators and industry, there 

would be no coherent <IR> framework gaining popularity with the business world, regulators, 

industry, and standard setters today.  

The research and investigation into <IR> in the years after the initial release of the framework 

in 2013 was limited to mainly theoretical underpinnings and a critical analysis of the content 

elements, guiding principles and requirements of the <IR> framework. Before releasing the 

formal <IR> framework, one or two countries had mandated the use of an integrated report, 

such as South Africa from the King code on corporate governance for listed companies and 

Brazil, on a comply or explain basis. At the same time, the IIRC sent out a call for increased 

research into the <IR> from interested stakeholders, principally academics and industry 

practitioners (Deloitte, 2013). The scope and detail of research have increased significantly in 

the last five years due to the number of companies adopting the principles of the IRF globally, 

enabling evidence-based research to be conducted. 

Another reason for the increased research into < IR> was the advertising by the IIRC of the 

primary benefits of <IR> with no real supporting field evidence or data, which has been called 
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into question by many opponents of an already over-saturated reporting environment (Ruiz-

Lozano & Tirado-Valencia, 2016; Flowers, 2015; Perego, Kennedy, & Whiteman, 2016). This has 

led to significant research from academics and industry into the benefits of companies adopting 

and implementing <IR>. Industry leaders include Black Sun, Deloitte Touche, KPMG, PWC, 

ACCA, CIMA, and ICAEW. Regulators and standard-setting agencies include the EU Commission, 

IASB, ASB, SEC and FRC. Many of these studies still provide conflicting results regarding the 

benefit of <IR> as a comprehensive future reporting model. The negative side to these 

contradictory results is the delayed diffusion of the <IR> model globally and its acceptance by 

companies. These conflicts in the results are accredited to the size of the sample, location of 

research data, data collection techniques, and research methodology (Dumay et al., 2016, 

Elkington & Renaut, 2009). 

This increased the interest of researchers and leading scholars in investigating and 

understanding the motivations for adopting <IR>. Establishing a causal relationship between 

the financial metric and what characteristics companies exhibited, ascertaining whether there 

were any direct or indirect correlations from the adoption of <IR> through improvements in 

corporate reputation, organisational well-being, profitability, or firm value. This could also 

include better external engagement or benefits extrapolated as a tangible gain from adopting 

the IRF. These incentives to the research from scholars enabled the identification of themes, 

practices, characteristics, methodologies, and patterns from these studies.    

The current body of research can be consolidated into three strategic themes and associated 

categories.  These are not isolated categories, and many researchers utilised several types to 

identify externalities during their investigations and research into the <IR>.  These broad 

themes of study have many different influences and motivations.  One commonality across all 

research papers was the frequent use of a defined history of <IR> referencing the King code in 

South Africa.  The acknowledged meeting of the GRI, A4S and other industry leaders with the 

Prince of Wales resulted in a consensus of overlooking the highly-rated historical research 

before the inception of the IIRC in 2010.  The studies covered in these broad areas and the 

general methodologies applied to the investigation are also discussed.  As mentioned in the 

previous section, this is vital to understanding the proposed progress roadmap, the thinking 

behind the <IR> framework, the direction the IIRC is going, and the ultimate vision. 

The three themes are as follows. 
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i) Organisation Perceptions - Internal drivers of change, implementation methods, 

Internal Perceptions, Sensemaking behaviours, change agents and engagement 

through communication (both internally and externally). 

ii) Disclosure Quality and Financial Metrics - Investigating the link between 

corporate profitability and firm value from the assessment of disclosures, 

financial KPIs, and organisation characteristics linked to quality assessment 

scores. 

iii) Economic and National Externalities - Cultural systems, legal framework, 

regulatory policy, capital market interpretations (supply & demand side) and 

societal pressures 

3.1.1   Identification of Organisational Perceptions 

 

One crucial piece of research focusing on organisational characteristics conducted by Samy & 

Robertson (2015), ‘Factors affecting the diffusion of integrated reporting - a UK FTSE 100 

perspective’, utilised the Diffusion of Innovation model (DOI) developed by Rogers (2003). They 

investigated to ascertain the factors affecting the adoption decision, explicitly focusing on the 

process, linkages, and whether associated factors either assist or block the diffusion of the 

concept from an organisation perspective.  This research conducted a content analysis on 

twenty-two FTSE 100 companies to ascertain whether existing practices linked to the IR 

process from annual and sustainability reports.  Additionally, semi-structured interviews with 

five companies across four sectors were conducted.  This study limited the scope of assessing 

just one of the five characteristics detailed in the standard DOI model in applying the DOI model.  

In determining only the relative advantage of adopting <IR>, the authors expanded the 

assessment criteria to include two different constructs that Moore & Benbasat (1991) 

developed. Organisational ‘Image’ from adopting innovation and ‘perceived enhancement’ to 

image, reputation or status in a social system and voluntariness of the adoption were measured 

during the interviews. The study evidenced that managers felt there were benefits to <IR> over 

existing reporting methodologies but still expressed some concerns but felt it enhanced the 

corporate image and reputation. However, the evidence suggested limited linkages from 

current reporting to <IR> processes. There were two main limitations of this study: the sample 

size was not representative of the population, and second, only a limited number of 

organisations participated in the interviews (Robertson & Samy, 2015). 

There have been several studies on the perception of <IR> from the preparers' perspective 

conducted by Higgins, Stubbs, & Love (2014) and Chaidali & Jones (2017); the first study related 
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to the organisational narrative of the implementation of <IR> and then later connected to the 

perception of the preparers on the essential role of the IRF and associated trust in the IIRC. Both 

studies were influential as they conducted semi-structured interviews of those implementing 

<IR> into the organisation. The first evidenced the sensemaking of early adopters by managers 

institutionalising the <IR> reporting process. The researchers evidenced that managers felt the 

<IR> process was likened to a story-telling narrative. These same managers used existing 

sustainability processes to produce an <IR>. The main implication of this study highlights that 

<IR> does not require significant investment or process changes to be successfully 

implemented within the organisation's existing structures and processes. The second study 

partially contradicts this, which expressed limited trust in the IIRC and the framework. These 

preparers were generally suspicious of the IIRC motives and, thus, the credibility of the single 

report due to a lack of clear and adequate guidance. That implementation of <IR> had a high 

cost, which increased report length and timescales. Both studies are essential in aiding the IIRC 

in improving the creditability of and trust in the <IR>. However, it also highlights the benefit 

that significant investment in new reporting systems is not required in the short term, 

increasing the likelihood of adoption.   

When considering management perceptions and the sensemaking approach of three industry 

experts, Perego, Kennedy, & Whiteman (2016) suggest that the field remains fragmented with 

little or no direction and little understanding of <IR> concepts' of business value, although there 

has been some progress. When assessing perceptions of materiality as a social construct, 

preparers viewed this as corresponding with corporate strategy. The chief decision-maker 

determines the materiality level (Lai et al., 2017). At the same time, the level of materiality 

disclosure is high in those companies that adopted <IR>. Additionally, it was found that board 

size and diversity correlated with materiality disclosure (Fasan & Mio, 2017).  

Following their previous research, Stubbs & Higgins (2014) investigated whether <IR> 

implementation affected the organisation’s internal process and reporting practices. By 

concentrating on the organisation's internal change mechanism concerning the reporting 

disclosures and management systems, undertaking semi-structured interviews with preparers 

and practitioners. The results suggest incremental rather than radical internal transformation 

and process changes, with no innovations in reporting mechanisms or practices exhibited. In 

assessing whether integrated thinking affected the internal mechanism for change and 

reporting quality Martinez & Wachira (2016) found that high-quality preparers had high 

aspects of integrated thinking in their internal practices. Although interviewees in Australia 
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found the term integrated thinking ill-defined and lacked a shared consensus among 

practitioners (Feng et al., 2017).  

Haji & Hossain (2016) focused their research on organisation reporting practices, undertaking 

a case study approach of highly regarded integrated reporters. The study evidenced that 

companies were ‘using and conforming’ to standard language practices; there was an 

acknowledgement that capitals and material issues are interdependent. This study also 

evidenced that disclosures were generic, appeared as ‘boilerplate’, and lacked real substance’. 

Adopting <IR> was ‘an image charming exercise’ of showcasing practices for reputation 

management for many companies reviewed. Interestingly, the reports did show that 

companies' lack of either action or inaction affected their capital flows, concluding that there 

were no real improvements in reporting practices or substance to the reports.  However, 

Generali, the sizeable Italian Insurer, found that implementing integrated internal reporting 

improved its managers' decision-making abilities and the management control systems (Mio et 

al., 2016). 

In departing from the uninformed reporting practices and assessing whether adopting <IR> as 

a management innovation results in Organisational change and prevents such boilerplate 

disclosures, Gibassier, Rodrigue, & Arjalies (2015) utilised a mixed methodology by 

undertaking a seven-year longitudinal ethnographic study based on semi-structured 

interviews, observations and archival documentation of one multinational company during 

<IR> adoption process. From being in the pilot study to its first <IR>. The authors evidenced 

that the company helped establish <IR> as a ‘rational myth’ and departed from the framework 

vision to ‘stay true’ to the company’s conceptualisation of an integrated report. This company 

departed from the IRF to ensure that the company’s vision and message contained in the 

integrated report took precedence, guaranteeing the uniqueness of the report. An alternative 

view would suggest that the company cherry-picked disclosures to promote a positive image, 

increasing organisational reputation and value. 

In an alternative area of research investigating the managers' willingness to invest in new CSR 

practices, Chen, Jermias, & Nazari (2016) surveyed managers in the US and found that US 

managers were more willing to invest in standalone CSR reports than a <IR>.  <IR> had no real 

impact on their CSR decisions or the CSR project investment strategy. They also found no 

relationship with the financial conditions of the company. Domingues et al. (2017) evidenced 

the public sector organisations (PSO) reporting process and the associated investment in 

change management for sustainability. They surveyed PSOs from the GRI global database 
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requesting information on drivers for change, investments in reporting systems, stakeholders' 

involvement, and impacts on the organisation. They found that the PSO sustainability reporting 

lagged but used this as a communication tool. 

However, Lodhia (2015) found clear benefits from the <IR> transition for an Australian 

customer-owned bank. The embedding of Environmental sustainability and governance 

supports innovations in reporting and could be used for competitive advantage. The firm can 

differentiate itself and ‘stand out’ from its competitors. Morioka & Carvalho (2016) analysed 

corporate performance systems for managers and whether they included sustainability as a 

critical assessment metric in other related research. The study triangulated semi-structured 

interviews with corporate documentation and found that four organisational performance 

measurement systems include sustainability linked to organisational performance. 

One benefit from a study in Columbia found that organisations that utilised <IR> reporting as a 

strategic tool made the company more attractive to outside investment, facilitating the 

organisations' future growth plans. This study found that companies implementing <IR> had 

improved access to capital markets at a lower cost than those with a CSR report (Macias & 

Farfan-Lievano, 2017). Following a different approach to understanding the internal decision 

process and strategy, Lueg et al. (2009) adopted a case study and interview approach to a 

family-owned company in the Danish cultural setting. Evidenced <IR> CSR practices were a key 

value driver in this company. The authors found that implementing <IR> practices assisted with 

internal organisational planning, strategy and communication processes, creating ‘enlightened 

shareholder value’. 

In considering social media and the internet to facilitate the communication strategy to reach a 

wider external audience, Lodhia & Stone (2017) utilised the media-rich framework to 

emphasise the potential benefits and capabilities of using social media to propagate <IR>. 

Another investigation on the role of communication to stakeholders and their perspective 

engagement with that of <IR> found no compatibility between the use of <IR> by stakeholders 

(Rensburg & Botha, 2014).  The general perspectives of stakeholders preferred <IR> to remain 

a voluntary framework when related to regulatory reforms. Whereas the opinions of investors, 

over half of those surveyed, support the mandatory application of <IR> (Stubbs & Higgins, 

2018).   

Rowbottom & Locke (2016) analysed the network theory and the gap in corporate reporting 

from professionals' perceptions with semi-structured interviews. Drawing attention to the 

vacuum businesses experience is evident in the landscape, with too many initiatives and no 
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single framework gaining prominence internationally.  There is confusion in the business 

community about where the <IR> sits and its positioning in the current reporting landscape 

and environment (Abhayawansa et al., 2018; Phillips, 2009). Burke & Clark (2016) summarised 

panel discussion from a global symposium of regulators, leading practitioners, and academics 

in related research. Summarising the importance of the data provided by the framework allows 

for many internal and external benefits. Internally, the organisation understands its value-

creating and position in the market more clearly, the removing departmental silos within 

organisations and a coordinated approach to strategy. Externally, there seem to be better 

relationships with external stakeholders. One area that would improve the credibility of <IR> 

is the assurance of the information. Although this is at an early stage of development, gaining 

assurance would signal quality and improve reliance on the data. 

3.1.2   Disclosure Quality and Financial Metrics 

 

The largest body of research relates to the assessment of disclosures and the organisational 

characteristics that may influence or be a factor in the disclosure decision and whether or not 

to adopt <IR> as a corporate reporting tool. The assessment of the historical information 

contained in the <IR> is provided through content analysis, applying a disclosures index scoring 

method to ascertain indicators of quality, adherence to the <IR> framework, reporting 

checklist, or contain specific language characteristics, which is contracted with key financial 

metrics (Albitar et al., 2020; Eccles, Krzus, & Solano, 2019; Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 2011; Kılıç & 

Kuzey, 2018; Preuß et al., 2019). Alternatively, the studies utilise panel data (longitudinal) to 

ascertain the longer-term benefits or costs associated with implementing <IR>.     

In a study assessing the gaps between <IR> and current corporate reporting, the author 

developed a checklist based on the requirements of the IRF utilising systems thinking to 

undertake gap analysis.  This checklist of elements of <IR> has been compared to current ‘best 

practice’ in corporate reporting processes. The authors found that although the ‘best practice’ 

reporting organisations scored highly on many checklist elements, the organisations lacked 

some structural integration, oversight, and future-orientated disclosures as required by the 

IRF. In their conclusion, the research highlighted a relatively small gap between current best 

practices and <IR>, highlighting a smooth transition for companies and managers considering 

adopting <IR>  (Stent & Dowler, 2015). These results contradict a study investigating whether 

transitioning from a stand-alone CSR report to an <IR> affected the disclosure of ESG indicators 

(Guthrie et al., 2017). The authors found that those initial reports lacked cohesiveness and 

information on the reports' governance. It also found that the information most desired by 
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investors was not provided. Several <IR> reporters from EU countries further supported this 

evidence, with many who failed to show a complete picture of their social and environmental 

performance, with German organisations disclosing the least information (Turturea, 2015).  

Although, these studies only considered reports from a single year across several countries. 

Sofian & Dumitru (2017) investigated eight companies at different stages in the adoption 

process and found that compliance with the IRF was high in the financial sector. Although a 

study focusing on South African organisations uses a longitudinal analysis over five years, it 

confirms that initial compliance with the framework is low in the early adoption years, with 

improvements being made in subsequent years (Clayton et al., 2015). 

However, when considering management practices and the quality of the CSR disclosure, the 

authors used an external measure of competitiveness and business efficiency factors to 

determine management practices.  Morioka & Carvalho (2016) found that ethical practice and 

managers' credibility correlated with the independent verification of the CSR reports; in 

countries where these behaviours are firmly held in society, those organisations will ensure 

these behaviours' with independent verification of those reports. Therefore, identifying robust 

societal motivation influences organisations' and managers' decisions. Another related study 

by Hąbek & Wolniak (2016b) concluded that a solid legal obligation improved the quality and 

scope of the <IR> reporting of non-financial information. Consequently, internal organisational 

decisions are influenced and driven by external factors that affect the voluntary disclosure of 

information.  

Interestingly, organisations undertaking social investments find that the purpose and outcomes 

are associated with improvements in process, risk and strategy. The disclosures become more 

clearly defined and articulated when reported within the <IR> over a five-year study (Adams 

et al., 2016). This was confirmed by research that found that the extent and scope of disclosures 

increased significantly after the initial adoption of <IR>. However, there were still areas of 

concern when linking capital information to organisational outcomes (Haji & Anifowose, 2017). 

However, this was contradicted in a study investigating best practice adoption quality. The 

authors developed a scoring model and <IR> scorecard approach to determine high-quality 

disclosures and found many were scored low (Pistoni, Songini, & Bavagnoli, 2018). These 

results were supported by a study investigating companies that were part of the IIRC pilot 

program, which found that disclosure levels were considered medium-level. It also found that 

the level of disclosure could be linked to the business environment concerning region, industry 

and assurance of  <IR> (Rivera-Arrubla et al., 2017). 
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A far-reaching study investigating disclosure quality conducted by Melloni, Caglio, & Perego 

(2017) examined specific attributes of the <IR> disclosures. These factors include 

completeness, conciseness, and a balanced view of the disclosures. The authors employed a 

textual analysis for the content analysis. They found that the firm’s experiencing weak financial 

performance increased the report's length, which was less readable and less concise with more 

optimistic language, thus a less balanced view of the organisation’s associated performance. 

Additionally, the study found that companies with less social-environmental credentials 

provided ‘foggier’ reporting disclosures. The evidence implies that firms use syntactic and 

quantity to manipulate the thematic and verbal tone of the disclosures, indicating that this 

manipulation relies heavily on the performance level and the firm's performance type.  

Interestingly, a study investigating word count and sentence quantity found a correlation 

between extent and quality with the size of the report. The authors concluded that more 

widespread reports provide a better scope and quality of disclosure (Hooks & van Staden, 

2011). The first study considered ninety-one international companies assigned to the IIRC pilot 

program. The latter was on thirty-two companies situated in New Zealand. The first study 

indicates an apparent and present form of impression management to manipulate the 

interpretation of the <IR>; further research into information quality highlights that managers 

have specific incentives to disclose voluntary information to external parties. The authors 

indicated that the lack of a particular type of disclosure could be a manager's private signal and 

not about the inherent quality of the report (Verrecchia, 1983). Eccles, Krzus & Solano (2019) 

found significant variations between countries in a cross-country analysis of ten countries 

investigating IR disclosure quality. Subsequently, they grouped the results into three 

categories, low, medium and high quality, concluding there was no significant improvement in 

disclosure quality and a clear misinterpretation of the content elements of the IR framework 

(Eccles et al., 2019).  

In establishing transparency, openness and compliance with the IRF and how this translates to 

the firm valuation, Kurochkina, Shuvalova, & Novozhilova (2017) investigated the Russian 

transport and communication industries. They proposed using a new approach to evaluate the 

value created through a sustainable business development process.  Subsequently, linking the 

three methods together to form a concise firm valuation model embodying the value created 

based on the information blocks from the perspective of a firm's intrinsic value, i) created value 

for the organisation and various stakeholders, ii) the ‘capitals’, iii) company’s stakeholders. 

Thereby giving a holistic value to the firm from the information disclosed and communicated 

externally. In other related research, it was found that instead of using indicators that managers 
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use to monitor the performance of the organisation. Managers controlled the type and extent 

of the communication, using biased disclosures with little or no forward-looking information 

or balanced view. This type of impression management was used to influence the narrative on 

the firm's sustainability and affect the associated performance assigned (Stacchezzini et al., 

2016). Several studies have investigated stakeholder engagement and materiality (Bavagnoli 

et al., 2014; Fasan & Mio, 2017; Lopes & Coelho, 2018). They concluded that those <IR> pilot 

reporters disclosed more materiality and stakeholder engagement information than those not 

included. Although, materiality in the concept of <IR> is considerably different from that 

reported under IFRS and is not linked to the more general known financial measure. 

Research conducted by Albitar et al. (2020) considers the moderating effect of corporate 

governance factors and the ESGD Score of FTSE 350 companies on firm performance from 2009 

to 2018. The authors found a ‘positive and significant relationship’ between firm performance 

and the ESGD score. The authors also evidenced an indicative relationship between the 

moderating effect of corporate governance factors (ownership concentration, diversity and 

board size). This research conflicts with a study by PreuB et al. (2019), who found no evidence 

of a relationship between corporate governance factors and disclosure quality. 

Determining how the <IR> quality affects the different financial metrics has influenced several 

significant studies (Baboukardos & Rimmel, 2016; Barth et al., 2015; Lee & Yeo, 2015; Martinez, 

2016; Zhou et al., 2017).  Barth et al. (2017) focus on reporting quality and the associated effect 

on the capital markets based in South Africa. They investigated reporting quality and three 

different financial measures of liquidity, cost of capital and future cash-flows.  The authors 

evidenced a positive association between the reporting quality and liquidity and a positive 

association with future cash-flows, but there was no relationship with the cost of capital. The 

conclusion from this study was twofold, i) the market channel is supported due to improved 

liquidity, and ii) investors' predictions were more accurate with the expected future cash flows. 

Further evidence from another study into capital markets found that analyst predictions were 

more accurate with companies aligned with the IRF (Zhou et al., 2017). In another sample of 

954 firm-year observations, substantial evidence suggests the earning valuation rose sharply. 

However, this was offset by a decline in asset values, which the authors suggest is a better 

interpretation of unbooked liabilities or measures from compliance with <IR> (Baboukardos & 

Rimmel, 2016). 

 Bernardi & Stark (2018) found that <IR> use was a mediating factor with analyst forecasts, 

thus supporting the IIRC investors' benefits communication. Martinez (2016) evidenced a 
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positive association between market value and future cash-flow with firms that have adopted 

<IR>. However, he found no correlation between bid-ask spread and cost of capital. This 

increased the investors' perception of future cash-flows but failed to improve the information 

environment for all stakeholders, which supports the conclusion of Barth et al. (2017). Cross-

sectional research by Lee & Yeo (2015) indicates that the benefits outweighed the cost of 

implementing <IR>. These include reduced information processing costs, suggesting that highly 

complex organisations benefit from an improved internal information environment. 

Researchers assessing whether there is a subsequent change in firm value for the Harvard 

Business Review conducted by Eccles & Serafeim (2013) focused on external measures of ESG 

scores. The association to the firm value found an associated link to ESG scores. They also 

investigated what organisational characteristics were present in those firms that had adopted 

<IR> and had a higher ESG score. Further research conducted by Mervelskemper & Streit 

(2017) on the value benefits of  ESG disclosure and <IR> adoption found no evidence to suggest 

that an integrated report was better than or more desired than a standalone report. Authors 

assessing the mechanisms for the ESG disclosures found evidence that <IR> is a superior 

mechanism for embedding these throughout the reporting and the core business model. 

Although, the same study found no benefits from converting standalone ESG reports to <IR> 

(Maniora, 2017). In assessing the role of voluntary environmental disclosure, Plumlee et al. 

(2015) considered voluntary environmental quality and firm value through the cost of equality 

and cash-flow elements associated with voluntary environmental quality. They also found 

improved predictive qualities in providing voluntary environmental information. 

3.1.3   Economic and National Externalities  
 

The research into the economic and national externalities that influence or are a factor in the 

organisation's decision to adopt the <IR> is instrumental in understanding the cause and effect 

of diffusion. Businesses are influenced by the immediate microenvironment they trade, but 

there are also national and international macroeconomic factors that organisations have to 

navigate. These include political, social, legal and cultural variations and characteristics. These 

factors are outside the organisation's control but may provide a tangible benefit or cost. These 

factors have been consolidated and summarised into three groups, relating to i) cultural effects, 

which include board structure and diversity; ii) legal systems, which include the determinates 

of <IR> and corporate governance; and iii) capital market perceptions of <IR>.  
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In assessing the national cultural systems, precisely that defined by Hofstede, and how these 

national values represent local stakeholders and the effect on <IR>. García-Sánchez, Rodríguez-

Ariza, & Frías-Aceituno (2013) evidenced that those national cultures with strong collectivism 

and feminist values directly correlated with those companies located in those societies and 

were a vanguard of information integration. Additionally, researchers investigated cultural 

system differences among board members of 1,058 companies across 18 countries to 

determine whether the board decisions were more likely to adopt <IR> based on the cultural 

system of the members' nationality. In applying Hofstede's masculinity and femininity as 

another dimension, companies with only one foreign director were not likely to adopt <IR>. 

However, those organisations with more than three foreign board members were more likely 

to adopt <IR>. It also evidenced that those directors with a nationality with a feminist culture 

positively affected the adoption decision (Alfiero et al. 2018). 

National legal systems and the regulatory environment in which organisations operate 

significantly influence whether they can voluntarily adopt innovations in corporate reporting. 

These regulations and legal systems provide the minimum disclosure requirements, and 

whether <IR> exceed these requirements will be a factor in the institutional development and 

adoption decision (Frías-Aceituno et al., 2013; Needles et al., 2016).  In assessing 750 

international companies over three years, Frias-Aceituno et al. (2013) found that organisations 

based in civil law countries with a high law and order index are more likely to publish a <IR>. 

Which also favours stakeholder decision-making with a secure compliance environment. These 

results support an earlier study by Jensen & Berg (2012), which found that countries with active 

investor and employment protection laws, market coordination, ownership concentration, and 

local economic, social and environmental development factors were more influential in 

adopting <IR> than traditional sustainability reports.   

A study focusing on the determinants of voluntary adoption from an institutional country 

perspective found that the cultural, political and economic country factors were critical (Dragu 

& Tiron-Tudor, 2013). Interestingly, Vaz, Fernandez-Feijoo, & Ruiz (2016) found inter-country 

variances. Companies from the same country were more aligned than companies from another, 

partially explained by regulation. Also highlighted, the research did not support size, industry 

and strength of coordination in-country were not company-led determinants.  

However, in investigating the role of corporate governance with the level and quality of 

disclosure, the authors considered 82 companies over a five-year term. This study observed a 

positive correlation between corporate governance and <IR> quality.  It further evidenced that 
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the board structure with independent and non-executive board members had a significantly 

higher disclosure quality (Pavlopoulos et al., 2017).  Companies providing better high-quality 

information tend to have higher corporate governance scores (Chan et al., 2014).  Equally, there 

is evidence that gender diversity in boardrooms outperforms non-diverse boards and has a 

significant role in disseminating information throughout the organisation (Frias-Aceituno et al., 

2013). When considering the power of the CEO on ESG disclosures and the associated effect on 

firm value, it was found that increased ESG disclosures positively impacted firm value. Evidence 

suggests that high CEO power positively affected ESG disclosure on firm value.  The authors 

indicated that stakeholders associated ESG disclosure with firms with active CEO power and 

commitment to ESG practices (Li et al., 2018).  

Related research considering firms that adopt <IR> to improve ESG rating as a legitimation 

strategy found no evidence supporting this hypothesis. In assessing ownership structures and 

the power of shareholders, evidenced that the power of shareholders was relatively limited 

(Prado-Lorenzo et al., 2009). The authors also found that no other legitimacy pressures, such 

as size, profitability, industry, or leverage, affected the adoption of <IR> (Lai et al., 2016). 

There have been several studies assessing the usefulness of the information provided by 

organisations in their <IR> and how market participants have interpreted the <IR> (Ali et al., 

2014; Holt et al., 2015; Nekhili et al., 2017; Slack & Tsalavoutas, 2018; Stubbs et al., 2014). The 

results tend to lead to a certain amount of confusion. As part of the IIRC pilot program, evidence 

from the investor network shows a significant benefit to <IR>. Nevertheless, they have 

highlighted significant risks with the current information supplied by companies and still do 

not address the fundamental issue of companies providing valuable and detailed disclosures 

(Stubbs et al., 2014).  

Considering the results from a later study, Slack & Tsalavoutas (2018), who interviewed 22 

equity market actors, evidenced that the usefulness of the information provided in the <IR> is 

low to these market actors. Stubbs et al. (2014) also evidenced a lack of acceptance and 

understanding of the six capitals presenting barriers to approval and interpretation, 

subsequently affecting the value placed on this information.  However, organisations in 

emerging market countries are embracing <IR>, as there is a perception that adoption of <IR> 

will allow greater access to capital providers from established economies (Holt et al., 2015; 

Macias & Farfan-Lievano, 2017). 

In assessing the externalities, there are specific characteristics, cultural, political and legal 

barriers and certain boundaries that organisations must consider when deciding whether to 
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adopt the principles of <IR>. The evidence of the benefits of <IR> strongly correlates with good 

corporate governance and improved ESG disclosures. Nevertheless, equally-weighted evidence 

suggests some downside costs associated with adoption.  

One of the principal costs is that primary market users' interpretation of the <IR>, as defined 

by the IIRC, do not understand the framework and don’t find the information useful in assessing 

the future outlook of the organisation.  The evaluation by investors and capital providers is one 

of the primary motivations for companies to adopt <IR>. Organisations need tangible benefits 

to ensure that the business case for adoption is robust.  The amount of research into 

externalities increases, so the benefits should become crystalised and defined. 

3.2  A Review of the Academic Theories Applied in the Literature 

 

There is a wide selection of conceptual frameworks and theories applied by many academics to 

research studies and investigations into the role of <IR> in corporate reporting, which formed 

the basis for building their research hypothesis.  

The broad stakeholder approach or perspectives to reporting was the most significant 

academic theory on which many academics based their research structure.  Stakeholder theory 

which emerged in the 1960s but was formally developed by  Freeman in 1984 (Freeman, 2017), 

has been the bedrock of multiple studies into <IR> (Alfiero et al., 2018; Barth et al., 2015; Eccles 

& Serafeim, 2013; Higgins & Coffey, 2016; Holt et al., 2015; Vaz et al., 2016). This approach 

tested whether the disclosures meet the requirements from a diverse stakeholder perspective 

and whether those companies actively engage with their stakeholders.  There were limitations 

to these studies, which highlighted small sample sizes (Higgins & Coffey, 2016; Morioka & 

Carvalho, 2016; Stubbs et al., 2014)  to some substantial sample sizes (Alfiero et al., 2018; 

Baboukardos & Rimmel, 2016; Eccles & Serafeim, 2013; Rensburg & Botha, 2014).   

Many scholars found it challenging to extrapolate their findings as a single country was tested 

(Holt et al., 2015; Lueg et al., 2009; Macias & Farfan-Lievano, 2017; Matuszczyk & Rymkiewicz, 

2018; Morioka & Carvalho, 2016). Although the results are relevant for that nation, due to the 

lack of adoption of the IRF, many studies only focused on South Africa and South African 

companies due to the mandatory adoption of the King III code. 

Linked to this content analysis of the disclosures, other scholars analysed the effect of voluntary 

disclosure theory (Frias-Aceituno et al., 2013; Rivera-Arrubla et al., 2017; Verrecchia, 1983) to 

ascertain the attributes of the organisation and the influencing factors that were present in 
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their decision process. It is apparent from the results that voluntary disclosure increases the 

complexity of the report (Guay et al., 2016), is positively associated with firm valuations (Lee & 

Yeo, 2015) and improves investors’ perceptions of future free cash-flows (Martinez, 2016). 

Increased disclosures improve available market information and positively affect the 

organisation from increased information transparency to the capital markets (Zhou et al., 

2017). There were several limitations to these studies identified. Firstly, the limited use of 

variables could also ignore the role of managers and processing costs—secondly, the sample 

sizes of the organisations measured and the focus on multination companies being identified. 

When considering whether companies applied reputation management techniques to their 

corporate reporting, many scholars applied impression management theory to the research 

(Melloni et al., 2017; Stacchezzini et al., 2016). Evidencing the foggy use of language and the 

reduction in the conciseness of the reports analysed. Furthermore, it has been suggested that 

companies were actively participating in the conformity of ‘standardised language’ (Haji & 

Hossain, 2016; Lai et al., 2018).  The authors highlighted the difficulty in measuring impression 

management techniques which was a significant study limitation—citing that ‘standardised 

coding’ and measurement’ are particularly problematic when interpreting non-standard 

language use. Additionally, the limited scope of countries and sample sizes proved to be a 

limiting factor in these studies. 

In measuring whether the adoption of <IR> affects the organisations' legitimacy or reputation, 

several scholars tried to measure the impact by applying legitimacy theory (Beck et al., 2017; 

Maroun, 2017; Rupley et al., 2017; Stubbs & Higgins, 2014). Evidence suggests that <IR> 

practices will be legitimated over time when more actors adopt the methodology. Adopting 

improved the company’s reputation by providing increased disclosure and supporting a 

legitimate practice (Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017; Stubbs & Higgins, 2014). The authors 

offered several limitations regarding sample scope, size, and the lack of formal legitimacy 

measures. 

In ascertaining whether <IR> becomes institutionalised within the organisational processes or 

structures, institutional theory provides a basis to assess the organisational factors that enable 

<IR> to become embedded within the organisation. (Haji & Anifowose, 2017; Jensen & Berg, 

2012; Lai et al., 2017).  Much evidence suggests that organisational thinking assists in 

internalising and institutionalising the practices. Other studies found evidence of improved 

<IR> quality and embedded <IR>, suggesting institutionalisation of the practices internally 

(Martinez & Wachira, 2016). Also, State institutions play a pivotal role in allowing firms to adopt 
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<IR> through flexible regulation (Gilardi, 2005). The general limitations apply to the limited 

scope of the research undertaken, with size, country, and measurement limiting factors. 

The research method has also evolved, with many researchers taking a multiple-theory 

approach. Thereby recognising that the business environment in which organisations operate 

is not static and does not follow a simple set of defined rules, with many organisations serving 

across national boundaries adding increased complexity to their compliance environment 

(Chithambo & Tauringana, 2017).  A significant number of studies followed the multiple theory 

model approach.  Barth et al. (2015) assessed both shareholder and stakeholder theories, 

assessing capital markets and real effect, and found a positive association between TOBINQ and 

future cash flows. The authors also found a positive association between higher <IR> quality 

with investment efficiency.  Other researchers investigated the causal link between stakeholder 

and agency theory (Dumay et al., 2016; Nekhili et al., 2017; Pavlopoulos et al., 2019). Nekhili et 

al. evidenced that family-owned firms had more significant stakeholder relationships. 

Additionally, Pavlopoulos et al. found an association between earnings and agency costs. They 

noted that higher IRQ organisations are associated with milder earnings expectations. Both 

studies offered several limitations, with one focused on French traded companies, and only one 

measure of performance was used in this study. 

In adopting a multiple theories approach to research, including assessing agency and signalling 

by Frias-Aceituno, Rodríguez-Ariza, & Garcia-Sánchez (2014) when evaluating the political cost 

when a voluntary disclosure is made by adopting <IR>. They found a negative association with 

industry concentration, pluralist report and long-term orientation. Hassanein & Hussainey 

(2015) applied agency and signalling theory that considered the cost of disclosures, focusing 

on a future-orientated narrative on the organisation's earnings. The authors evidenced a 

statistical association between earnings change and future-orientated disclosures. The 

research suggests that weak-earnings firms are more motivated to provide more future-

orientated information in their reports, and both indicate that signalling is present in weak-

performing organisations. 

Several studies have examined the DOI theory when considering how the <IR> is diffusing 

across organisations (Dragu & Tiron-Tudor, 2014; Funk & Methe, 2001; Robertson & Samy, 

2015). Funk et al. considered the topic of public policy and government influence. Dragu et al. 

adopted the approach from an institutional viewpoint, and Robertson & Samy took just one 

element of the DOI theory to apply to organisations' opinions on <IR>. Each study provides a 

different methodology in which academic approaches can be used in different situations, each 
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providing supporting evidence in the application method of their research. Other research into 

DOI theory investigated various influencing factors such as country, region or an independent 

regulatory agency (IRA) approach (Gilardi, 2005; Jordana & Levi-Faur, 2005; Levi-Faur & 

Jordana, 2005), evidencing the support of regional clusters and IRA in the diffusion process. 

Studies consider long-term evidence of communication technique indicators and how these can 

be interpreted using signalling and legitimacy theory (El-Halaby & Hussainey, 2015; Kuzey & 

Uyar, 2017).  Evidenced improving trend in reporting quality is value relevant, providing 

positive signals to the capital markets. Another form of market signalling relates to the 

improvement and adoption of voluntary disclosures and the associated benchmarking of the 

organisations through the ESG scoring matrix by capital market providers (Eccles et al., 2014). 

Eccles et al. investigated the effect of ESG on over 180 matched samples of listed companies 

from 1993 to 2009. They evidenced a positive correlation between value and ESG scoring. They 

also supported that those companies adopting the sustainability agenda had greater 

stakeholder engagement than those not selecting a sustainability strategy or plan. 
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3.3  Limitations and Gaps in Current Literature 

 

Many studies have listed significant limitations with the method of testing where certain 

variables were excluded, which may have been influential. But the two main limitations across 

the studies investigated relate to sample size and the number of countries assessed.  The 

research was country-specific and could not extrapolate the finding, or they only focused on the 

EU or developed economies (Hąbek & Wolniak, 2016a; Lock & Seele, 2016; Turturea, 2015). 

Few research studies investigated developing countries (Dissanayake, Tilt, & Xydias-Lobo, 

2016; Macias & Farfan-Lievano, 2017; Morioka & Carvalho, 2016). Of those studies assessing 

countries in the EU, many had a single-country focus, such as France (Nekhili et al., 2017; Rebai 

et al., 2016), Italy (Badia et al., 2018; Silvestri et al., 2015; Alfiero et al., 2018), Netherlands 

(Thijssens et al., 2016) and Germany (Reimsbach et al., 2018; Wulf et al., 2014).  Many studies 

focusing on EU member countries assessed only two countries (Gürtürk & Hahn, 2016) or up 

to six countries (Hąbek & Wolniak, 2016a). However, one study set EU Law against Dutch law, 

finding differences and structural variations (Lambooy et al., 2014). 

Several studies applied an international approach, selecting countries to disperse their findings 

and draw conclusions. Pavlopoulos et al. analysed 82 global companies for over five years. They 

concluded that high IRQ is related to corporate governance mechanisms. Eccles & Serafeim 

(2013) investigated the relationship of over 3,000 companies over ten years to ascertain the 

link between ESG and financial performance. This is one of the largest sample sizes extracted 

to evidence the related benefits of economic performance and ESG assessments. The authors 

identify motivating firm factors for adopting the <IR> approach. Garcia-Sanchez et al. (2013) 

analysed 1,590 companies from twenty countries assessing national cultural systems on <IR>, 

highlighting that countries with a ‘common good’ are more likely to adopt <IR>. Marimon et al. 

(2012) selected 1,656 companies worldwide and found that European companies were more 

likely to adopt than North American companies.  

The most extensive study of 136 countries worldwide investigating 200,621 listed companies 

to ascertain which KPIs are relevant for <IR> found only 6,702 have transitioned to being 

sustainable firms (Oshika & Saka, 2017). They subsequently highlighted two crucial KPIs 

related to stakeholder distribution and profitability. Alternatively, assessing other large sample 

sizes, Chan et al. (2014) investigated 222 Australian organisations to ascertain the link between 

corporate governance and quality disclosure.  In evaluating the regulatory country factors that 

influence <IR>, Vaz et al. (2016) assessed 1,449 international firms and found an inter-country 

variance explained by the regulatory environment.  
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The gaps in the current body of literature are varied. They range from considering the 

organisations' internal factors that influence the adoption decision to the number of firm-year 

observations used in the research to the choice of the country used. Alfiero et al., 2018 and  

Elkins & Simmons, 2005 indicated that future studies should consider strategic decisions, 

communication policies, and regulatory/legal frameworks. Which also included the type of 

testing that should transpire in future studies. Stubbs & Higgins (2014) consider longitudinal 

studies on the internal mechanisms for change within the organisation. While Eccles & Serafeim 

highlighted the need to assess how companies integrate environmental and social 

responsibilities with their business models (Eccles et al., 2014), this agrees with research 

suggestions from Bernardi & Stark (2018) on the effectiveness of firms integrating ESG 

information into their reports. 

Various studies highlighted the need for further research on disclosure quality analysis and the 

form and content these future studies should take (Beattie & Smith, 2013; Melloni et al., 2017). 

Melloni et al. suggest customised measures for assessing corporate disclosures and 

investigating the cost of production of the <IR>, which includes examining the manager's 

incentives for disclosure. As Turturea (2015) highlighted, increased research is required to 

show compliance with the disclosure framework. Li et al. (2018) imply that a focus on share 

ownership structures, executive incentives, and market competition is one possible area that 

requires greater emphasis. Others suggest investigating the agency of corporate managers in 

implementing risky innovations in corporate reporting (Higgins et al., 2014). 

Ascertaining trend analysis on changes in corporate reporting disclosure affecting the 

engagement with different stakeholder groups was another area of future consideration ( 

Adams et al., 2016). Plumlee et al. (2015) suggest longer, more suitable timeframes should be 

utilised in future studies to apply trend analysis. Meintjes & Grobler (2014) indicated applying 

the research to different organisational types such as not-for-profit, NGOs and government 

organisations. Hahn & Kühnen (2013) consider management attitudes, culture, governance, 

and the organisation's internal regulations' relationship to reporting quality as a critical focus 

area.  The communication techniques adopted by organisations to inform and provide 

information were a gap expressed by Stacchezzini et al. (2016). 

Higgins, Stubbs, & Love (2014b) suggest investigating whether the <IR> field is part of the 

sustainability field or an entirely new field in the corporate reporting environment. Other gaps 

include understanding how new ideas travel and are adopted across different corporate 

reporting environments (Adams et al., 2016). Robertson & Samy (2015) suggested extending 
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the DOI model to include communication, social channels, and networks as a future avenue for 

research. Lueg et al. (2009) indicate that the diffusion process and the cultural influences of 

countries on adoption rates is another branch of study. Atkins et al. (2015) acknowledged the 

consideration for additional accountability and governance mechanisms without accepting the 

current boundaries or status quo. Gilardi (2005) considered the effect of the interdependence 

of nation-states on the diffusion process, thereby considering clusters, regional variations, and 

anomalies. 

3.3.1  Summary of Research Gaps 

 

In summarising the literature gaps, the review has identified fourteen research areas, detailed 

below. 

1. Longitudinal studies should consider internal strategic decisions, change processes, and 

communication policies. 

2. Measure the integration of environmental and social responsibilities with the 

organisation's business model and synthesise ESG measures into the integrated reports. 

3. Assessment of disclosure quality using customised criteria, which includes form and 

content. 

4. Considering the cost of production of <IR> compared to the manager incentive for 

disclosure. 

5. Further studies on organisational compliance with the <IR> disclosure framework and 

related quality are needed. 

6. The analysis of organisational share ownership structures, executive incentives (LTIP, 

share option plans) and market competition. 

7. Future research should consider assessing the agency of corporate managers and the 

decision to implement risky innovations in corporate reporting. 

8. Significant trend analysis studies are required focusing on disclosure quality, 

stakeholder engagement and the effect over time. 

9. Consider the effect on organisations such as not-for-profit, NGOs and government 

organisations. 

10. Future studies should consider the organisational culture, management attitude, 

governance, internal policies, and regulations linked to reporting quality. 

11. Communication techniques adopted by the organisation to inform and provide 

information provide another avenue for research. 
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12. Diffusion and Innovation studies should consider how new ideas in corporate reporting 

travel across different reporting environments. Another consideration is the effect of 

cultural influences on the rates of adoption. Other DOI studies should consider 

communication, social channels, and network effects. 

13. Another area of research considers the interdependence of nation-states on the 

diffusion process, specifically investigating clusters, regional variations, and anomalies. 

14. Additional studies should consider other accountability and governance mechanisms 

and not accept the current boundaries. 

The subsequent thesis has fulfilled four research gaps identified by assigning them to four 

research objectives (Table 3.1).  

Table 3.1 - Research Gap(s) Assigned to Research Objective(s) 

No Research Gap Assigned Objective 

1 The research will measure the effect of diffusion and 

adoption across national boundaries by identifying 

characteristics of the country, culture and 

organisation that facilitate the adoption of <IR>.  

Critically evaluate the global diffusion and adoption 

rates of <IR>.  

2 The study also investigates regional variations or 

similarities in the rates of diffusion and considers 

national culture measures.  

 

Analyse the global reporting environment, placing 

<IR> in context with other international organisations 

and measures indicating a country's willingness to 

embrace innovations in corporate reporting. 

3 The assessment of disclosure quality using panel 

data identifies how quality trends over time.  

 

Evaluate and understand how information ‘quality’ 

changes post-adoption in the <IR>.  

 

4 Compare the quality assessment with ESG scores 

and financial metrics. 

 

Ascertain the effect and influence of the adoption of 

<IR> and disclosure ‘quality’ on two ESG score 

providers, proxy credit-rating and other financial 

metrics. 

 

3.4  Chapter Conclusion 

 

The first section of the chapter distinguished the four research themes identified from the 

current body of literature concerning <IR>.  The following section then recognises the academic 

theories applied in the current research field. The final section identifies the limitation and 

research gaps, subsequently identifying four gaps assigned to the research objectives. The next 

chapter develops the academic theories utilised in this study, hypotheses and conceptual 

framework model.  
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Chapter Four Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses Development 
 

4.    Introduction 

 

The following chapter develops the conceptual framework, which discusses the academic 

theories allocated to the IIRC advertised benefits and the DOI theory determinants. 

Subsequently,  providing the basis for the hypotheses development and hypothesis framework. 

Therefore, each chapter section provides the dialogue that sets the arguments and informs the 

subsequent sections of this chapter.  

4.1  Conceptual Model Development 

 

When developing a conceptual framework, two considerations should be addressed to assist in 

conceptualising the research approach and the interlinking of the different theories. The first 

consideration is selecting the appropriate approach to satisfy the research strategy. Two 

approaches are acceptable when building a conceptual framework for research: the structured 

deductive approach or the inductive based on the grounded theory approach. The structured 

deductive approach is developed at the start of the research process. It guides the research 

methodology and data collection techniques based on a complete understanding of the subject 

matter (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Fisher et al., 2007). The inductive grounded theory approach was 

developed by Glaser and Strauss (1997), which allows for the development of the conceptual 

framework to emerge from and is based on the empirical evidence, which is then analysed to 

ascertain which concepts, patterns or theories are supported (Mattley et al., 1999). Another 

consideration is selecting a single or multiple theory perspective that will affect the research's 

theoretical structure and overall scope (Jabareen, 2009; Leshem & Trafford, 2007). 

Two methods are evident in the academic journals that have been adopted concerning social 

and environmental disclosures concerning the use of single or multiple theories in research   

(Chithambo & Tauringana, 2017). The analysis is traditionally based on the hypothesis 

development and testing around one primary academic theory or subject discourse. Thereby 

enabling the researcher to provide robust evidence of either causation or correlation to their 

results by either proving or disproving academic theory, including acceptance or rejection of 

the hypothesis being tested. This traditional approach enabled the researchers to provide 

reduced parameters for investigating the subject with a single inherent focus (Lentin, 2006).  

There is anecdotal evidence and limitation that adopting a single theory may not explain the 
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‘motivation and variation’ and cannot consider all influencing factors affecting CSR disclosure. 

Another limitation suggests that other theories may be better suited and plausible to the 

investigated situation (Chan et al., 2014; Chithambo & Tauringana, 2017)). 

Despite these limitations, a considerable body of research applied a single theory to Integrated 

Reporting research. For example,  Wiseman, Cuevas-Rodríguez, & Gomez-Mejia, (2012) 

developed a new approach to using agency theory in a social context.  Atkins et al. (2015) and 

Gürtürk & Hahn (2016) support neo-institutional framework theory and <IR> disclose more 

detailed information than those companies that adopt a returns-driven strategy framework 

(Needles et al., 2016).  Applying legitimacy theory (Beck et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2016; Lai et al., 

2017; Martínez-Ferrero et al., 2015; Stubbs & Higgins, 2014) suggests that by adopting IR, 

organisations are seeking external validation and legitimacy from stakeholders or repairing 

legitimacy threats. IR will become legitimate practice and offers inconclusive evidence of 

managers' behaviour in producing a standalone report; <IR> increased information disclosure 

and stakeholder engagement, thus evidencing the main attributes of stakeholder theory (Eccles 

& Serafeim, 2013; Frias-Aceituno et al., 2013; Higgins & Coffey, 2016; Holt et al., 2015; Li et al., 

2018; Pistoni et al., 2018; Stubbs et al., 2014).  

No transformative change mechanisms were identified when organisational change theory was 

applied to the research, although some evidence in public sector organisations of a desire at 

very early stages (Domingues et al., 2017; Stubbs & Higgins, 2014). DOI was supported by 

research by Elkins & Simmons, 2005,  who suggest it should focus on processes and not 

outcomes. Marimon et al. (2012) indicate low uptake and evidence of sector-led diffusion. 

Whereas Robertson & Samy (2015) evidence low levels or linkages mean the effectiveness of 

the reports was deemed to affect the overall diffusion acceptance. However, managers support 

IR and have benefits over existing reporting practices. Whereas impression management 

research evidence effective impression management techniques utilised in the <IR> reporting 

affects conciseness, readability, and tone (Haji & Hossain, 2016; Melloni et al., 2017; 

Stacchezzini et al., 2016). 

Adopting a multiple-theory approach has become increasingly popular in environmental 

disclosure-related research. Thus, allowing researchers to consider both the narrow and 

broader context and relationship between each theory provides an essential hierarchy to 

organisational situations and the environment they have been in (Frynas & Stephens, 2015; Li 

et al., 1997). For example, adopting a multiple theory approach to Integrated Reporting 

disclosure, Hassanein & Hussainey (2015) investigated forward-looking disclosures adopting 
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management incentive theories (agency, signalling and cost of exposure) to explain the 

motivations of managers. Whereas (Bavagnoli et al., 2014; Frias-Aceituno et al., 2014; Lopes & 

Coelho, 2018; Vaz et al., 2016) investigated institutional and stakeholder theories to explain the 

determinants and reasoning in adopting IR. Eccles, Ioannou, & Serafeim (2011) utilised 

stakeholder and voluntary disclosure theories in evidencing high stakeholder engagement in 

highly sustainable organisations that disclose more non-financial information and have 

executive compensation linked to sustainable metrics. Many studies investigated legitimacy 

and stakeholder theories supporting the critical mechanism of increased stakeholder 

engagement legitimises corporate behaviour and governance ratings (Bonsón & Bednárová, 

2015; Chan et al., 2014). Abhayawansa, Elijido-Ten, & Dumay (2018) suggest that <IR> is 

irrelevant to analysts (sell-side). Therefore, it does not legitimise the use of <IR> in reducing 

information asymmetry. Pasko et al. (2020) adopted five academic theories to explain why 

managers and organisations use impression management techniques and strategies. 

Subsequently, identifying the different audiences of the disclosures and their concept of 

performance. 

The determinants of <IR> adoption were considered by understanding the firm-level, country-

level governance and environmental policy, and cultural factors influencing organisations' 

decision to accept or reject innovations in corporate reporting and influencing the adoption 

rate (Benefit - A). Therefore, the determinant structure and measurement are discussed in 

detail in the next section, forming part of the independent variables testing methodology to 

ascertain the effect on the adoption rate. Thus, the consequences have been identified based on 

the IIRC advertised <IR> benefits. These eight strategic benefits have been assigned to an 

academic theory and associated firm-related measurement variable(s). Furthermore, linking 

the advertised benefits to the information users’ perspective was also necessary, thus 

extending the conceptual framework model (Figure 4.1). This permits both the IIRC and firm 

views to be linked in evaluating <IR> adoption and allowed for subsequent hypothesis 

development and regression testing.  

The following section will analyse various academic theories, detailing their history, essential 

characteristics, the application in previous research, and concluding with the hypothesis.   



Figure 4.1 - Conceptual Framework Diagram 

 

 



4.2  Academic Theories 

 

The emerging theories discussed in this chapter can offer significant insights into identifying 

an organisation's attributes, patterns, and inherent behaviours. Each theory discussed can be 

linked or applied independently to analyse and interpret a holistic view of the organisation and 

organisational behaviours. It would be appropriate to adopt a multiple theories approach for 

this research. Each of the theories discussed offers an insight into the managers' incentives or 

managers' approach to CSR for information disclosure through the adoption of the <IR>.  

Therefore, this research will only consider the annual reporting channel and, more specifically, 

Integrated Reporting communication. Rogers defined the DOI theory as a corporate 

communication theory. It would be appropriate to consider the remaining corporate 

communications theories consolidated in section 4.2.3 to inform the remaining research areas 

concerning the consequences of implementing <IR>.  

4.2.1  Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) Theory 

 

Diffusion is when innovation is spread or travels, adopted through communication channels 

from one unit to another within a social system or network over time. Adoption is the decision 

to accept or reject an innovation. Innovation is defined as an object, process, behaviour, 

technology, practice, idea, or program perceived as ‘new’ to the adopter. Diffusion research 

generally investigates markets and society, whilst adoption studies examine the adopter's 

perspective and adoption decision process (Busch et al., 2005; Kee, 2017; Rogers, 1995). 

Diffusion studies cover two distinct, closely related fields. Firstly, diffusion is the organic 

transfer of innovation through an interpersonal social system from one member to another. 

Whereas the second closely related topic of dissemination is the active marketing or promotion 

of innovation through the pushing of mass communication activities to multiple channels (Kee, 

2017; Wani & Ali, 2015) 

Diffusion studies can be traced historically to the 18th Century. Still, the notable sociologist 

Tarde developed the critical diffusion concepts that have formed the basis of DOI theory. 

Developing concepts such as the S-curve, opinion leaders, perceived compatibility, and 

conscious or unconscious biases of individuals in his seminal work, ‘The Law of Imitation’ 

(1903), published a year before his death. Much of his academic work has similarities to that of 

the renowned economist Schumpeter (Djellal & Gallouj, 2017; Kee, 2017). 
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Tarde argues “…. that social development is determined not by general laws of a vague, 

impersonal, or transcendent nature, external to individuals, but by ‘individual renovative 

initiatives’, which could be described as inventions, discoveries or innovations”.  

Tarde (1903) 

In the 1920s, two independent studies advanced the foundations of DOI theory by Tarde, 

Simmel, and Kroeber. Simmel investigated the individual influence on innovations embedded 

within a social system and identified new ideas transferred by members outside of the social 

system into the system. In contrast, Kroeber was the first research to be called a ‘diffusion study’ 

that investigated the innovation process in a small region (Kee, 2017).  

Many academic studies and research have been on the adoption and diffusion of innovation 

over two decades. The most notable are the sociologist scholars Ryan and Gross, who first 

conducted studies in the early 1940s on the distribution of hybrid corn seed to Iowa State 

farmers.  Thus, providing the classic framework of utilising the individual as a unit of decision-

makers, using ‘adoption’ as the key-dependent variable in their statistic model (Janković et al., 

2021).  This framework was also applied to other research on medical doctors and antibiotic 

drug adoption. They found that interpersonal communication was influential in the social 

network during the adoption decision (Bronwyn, 2006; Kee, 2017) 

In 1962 Rogers released the first iteration of the general diffusion model that consolidated 

much of the previous research into an academic theory. Thus identifying ‘diffusion’ as a 

communication process and DOI theory as a communication theory by categorising and 

labelling the five stages of adoption (Rogers, Diffusion of Innovation, 1962). 

The five-stage DOI model  

i) innovators,  

ii) early adopters,  

iii) early majority, 

iv) late majority, and  

v) laggards.  

(Rogers, Diffusion of Innovation, 1962) 
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Over the preceding 40 years, Rogers has developed several other models that consider the 

characteristics and motivations behind innovation development, the stages in the innovation-

Decision process and the characteristics of diffusion and adoption. 

Firstly, Rogers (2003) identifies the innovation development process concerning six elements. 

• Recognition of the problem or need, 

• The primary and applied research,  

• The development stage,  

• Commercialisation analysis,  

• Diffusion and adoption decision, and 

• The consequences. 

(Rogers, 2003)  

Secondly, the stages in the innovation-decision process included five fundamental steps:  

i) Knowledge stage, 

ii) Persuasion stage,  

iii) Decision stage, 

iv) Implementation stage, and 

v) Confirmation stage. 

 (Rogers, 2003).   

This model shares significant similarities to the stage of change model developed by Professor 

James O. Prochaska, which also has five essential elements and follows a similar process. 

Thirdly, this then leads to the general model of diffusion. The four phases of diffusion include 

the following aspects.  

a. Innovation 

b. Communication Channels 

c. Time 

d. Social System 

However, Rogers further expanded the general diffusion model to include the characteristics 

and variables that affect the adoption rate of innovation (Wani & Ali, 2015). Thus separately 

distinguishing the identification of diffusion and adoption methodologies. 
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Rogers (2003, p. 223) noted. 

"The five type variables that determine an innovation's rate of adoption have not received 

equal attention from diffusion scholars. The five perceived attributes of innovation have 

been most extensively investigated and have found to explain about half of the variances 

in innovations' rates of adoption."      

The expanded model determining the adoption rate has a broader appeal as it allows scholars 

to explain any variables within their studies. Figure 4.2 describes each of the five key elements 

assigning additional underlying variables that influence each part.  

Each of these models has been used extensively in research studies in DOI. Most of these studies 

are related to a commercialised commodity or product in marketing research; however, it has 

become more popular with business and management research scholars in the last two 

decades. 

Figure 4.2 - Variables Determining the Rate of Adoption 

Variable            Explanation Element 

i. Perceived attributes 

1. Relative Advantage 

2. Compatibility 

3. Complexity 

4. Trialability 

5. Observability 

ii. Types of Innovation-Decision 

1. Optional 

2. Collective 

3. Authority 

iii. Communication Channel 

1. Mass Media 

2. Interpersonal 

iv. Nature of the Social System 

1. Norms 

2. Degree of Network 

3. Interconnectedness 
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v. The extent of Change Agents 

1. Number of change agents 

2. Type of change agents 

3. Promotional Activities 

Source: Based on Rogers (2003), p.222. “Diffusion of Innovation”, The Free Press, New York. © 2003 By Everett 

M. Rogers 

Rogers (2003, p. 221) further defined the rate of adoption "…… as the relative speed with which 

an innovation is adopted by members of a social system. It is generally measured as the number of 

individuals who adopt a new idea in a specific period, such as a year.  The rate of adoption is a 

numerical indicator of the steepness of the adoption curve."  

The rate of adoption is measured using a cumulative occurrence that follows a standard 

distribution bell curve over time, which gives the S-shape curve.  Ryan & Gross (1950) defined 

this S-shaped curve from their study of the Adoption of Corn Seed Innovation. They identified 

awareness, conviction, acceptance, and complete adoption  (Rogers, 1962). 

The five perceived attributes account for 49 to 87 per cent of adoptions. The adoption rate 

slows if choosing interpersonal communication over the mass communication channel or the 

type of promotional activities undertaken by the change agent. However, the most crucial factor 

in the acceptance of innovation and the subsequent adoption rate is the adopter's perception 

of the innovation attributes. These adopters perceived attributes could be somewhat different 

from the attributes classified by the change agent or expert and could significantly affect the 

adoption rate (Rogers, 2004; Rogers & Singhal, 2003).  

Research conducted by Robertson & Samy (2015), Srivastava & Moreland (2012), and Trott 

(2017) supported the model developed by Rogers.  Samy and Robertson (2015) highlight two 

motivating factors for the diffusion of new practices: the economic or sociological models,  

linked to relative advantage in Rogers's model. The economic model draws on a rational choice 

perspective, whereas the sociological model is more closely related to reputational 

management and adherence to social norms and practices (Samy & Robertson, 2015).  

A particular attribute of the sociological model considers that as practices become more 

mainstream other organisations in the same industry or sector will imitate those who have 

already adopted to legitimise their business practices. There are vital differences in the 

longevity of techniques between the two models, where the economic model can quickly 

reverse an adoption decision based on new information, and the sociological model is 
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internalised within the organisation, which tends to be more robust and durable (Ansari et al., 

2010; Robertson & Samy, 2015). 

The relative advantage is a credible predictor of an innovation's diffusion, and its roots can be 

traced to traditional cost-benefit analysis. There are many elements to assessing the relative 

advantage of an organisation, including, as previously stated, economic profitability, low initial 

cost, a decrease in discomfort, social prestige, time-saving and immediate rewards (Rogers, 

1995).  Incremental and preventative innovation is based on perceived direct economic benefit, 

reducing uncertainty and risk, but is distinguished by adoption.   

Incremental innovations have immediate financial rewards or other benefits, rapid adoption 

rates, and immediate uncertainty and risks. Therefore, the adopters of an incremental 

innovation address an immediate need or issue. In contrast, preventive innovations are new 

ideas that are adopted to reduce the probability of an uncertain future event or risk. The relative 

advantage is difficult to perceive as this innovation does not have immediate financial rewards 

or benefits. Although there may be some future economic or other benefits, the timing is 

uncertain. The diffusion and rates of adoption are generally slower than incremental innovation. 

Therefore, preventive innovations are concerned with long-term planning and risk mitigation, 

with adopters having a long-term orientation. Preventative innovations are routinely associated 

with public health initiatives, such as family planning, safe sex drives to reduce HIV and STIs, 

smoking cessation, and a healthy lifestyle through plant-based diet initiatives to reduce obesity  

(Weil, 2018). 

4.2.1.1  National Systems of Diffusion and Adoption  

 

Generally Accepted Accounting Practices (GAAPs) have developed differently in each country; 

independent standard-setting bodies have developed some, whilst government departments 

have developed others.  Yet both universally form part of Company Law requirements. These 

independent standard-setting agencies are outside the government bureaucracy's scope, 

whereas others are codified in the legal framework and are heavily influenced by political 

dogma (IASB, 2003). However, accounting standards are integral to all companies' corporate 

governance and compliance framework (Deloitte Touche, 2017).   It is helpful to consider the 

influences on the diffusion of accounting policy from the broader context of the national policy 

framework.   
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Although, the DOI model developed by Rogers has been used extensively in multiple research 

fields. More recent studies have highlighted the constraints of these models, which have led 

researchers to develop more strategic models relevant to national policy development and the 

influence on diffusion and adoption (Levi-Faur, 2005).  This research explicitly concerns the 

global transfer and diffusion of government-delegated regulatory authority organisations 

(Gilardi, 2005).   

The authors distinguish between diffusion studies, diffusion-as-process, and diffusion-as-

outcome, which dominate current political diffusion studies research (Elkins & Simmons, 

2005). One study consolidates the contemporary literature into a conceptual framework on 

diffusion, focusing on political democratisation and economic liberalisation. Elkins & Simmons 

(2005) identify three primary sources of political clustering that were evident in the diffusion 

process, i) similar responses to similar conditions, ii) diffusion, learning & adaption, and iii) 

coordination, cooperation  & coercion.  

Within the conceptual framework, the authors identify two principal groups of mechanisms 

(Table 4.1), one that alters the value or process from the original, the adoption of a practice 

(adaption) and the other where there is a transfer of knowledge and information (learning).  

Table 4.1 - Overview of the Adaption and Learning Mechanism 

Adaption Learning 

• Cultural Norms • Information cascades 

• Support groups • Learning and availability 

• Competition • Learning and reference groups 

 

Source: Adapted from Elkins & Simmons (2005), “On Waves, Clusters, and Diffusion: A Conceptual Framework” 

Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 598 March 2005 p.33-51. © 2005 AAPS. 

 

The duality of the diffusion concepts that have driven the mechanism also gives additional 

dimensions when considering the dispersion and interdependence directly resulting from the 

cause-and-effect nature of the studies identified (Elkins & Simmons, 2005). 

In research by David Levi-Faur, "The Global Diffusion of Regulatory Capitalism" extends the 

meaning as theorised by Rogers to include national characteristics on policy development and 

political change. There were two fundamental methods of knowledge transfer, diffusion and 

policy transfer. They noted how change is intrinsically linked to the closely related methods of 

policy transfer approach to that of diffusion. The policy transfer approach is the process by 
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which knowledge is transferred from one political setting to another political environment. In 

contrast, diffusion transfers by leading countries and sectors influence the diffusion of 

regulatory change to the rest of the world (Levi-Faur, 2005). 

Levi-Faur quotes Underwood (2003), "The new regulatory order is social, political, and 

economic. State, markets, and society are distinct entities. Indeed, regulatory capitalism rests on 

an understanding of the relation between state and market along a condominium." 

Table 4.2 - Summary of the Three National Approaches to Diffusion 

Approach Characteristics Diffusion Attributes 

Top-down  • The advance of regulatory reforms 

responded to pressures from various 

international sources. 

• It is related to 'system changes' or 

'systemic powers' behind the rise of 

regulatory capitalism. 

• International institutions as agents of 

change on behalf of the United States. 

• The rise of the knowledge economy 

and an integrated world economy. 

• Reflects the transition from Fordist to 

post-Fordist manufacturing 

• The financial power of international 

institutions and monopoly advice to 

governments and enforcement 

mechanisms 

Bottom-up • Advance or stagnation of reforms. 

• Focus on the national balance of power 

• Specific national styles 

• Focus on national developments of 

structural reforms. 

• Independent from external influences 

to national policy reform. 

• The influences of national cultures and 

values. 

Horizontal • Policy reform was undertaken from the 

observation of others. 

• Interdependent decision-making taken 

with other actors 

 

• Regulatory reform in one sector 

increases the probability of adoption in 

other industries within the same 

country. 

• Sector reform in the country will 

increase the likelihood of adoption in 

other countries. 

• Use of establishing network theory 

 

Source: Adapted from Levi-Faur (2005). “The Global Diffusion of Regulatory Capitalism”. Annals of the American 

Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 598 March 2005 p.12-32. © 2005 AAPS. 

 

The research discussed several diffusion approaches that have significantly influenced 

subsequent studies in national policy diffusion. Levi-Faur distinguishes between the top-down, 
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bottom-up and horizontal directions to dissemination when considering a national policy.  

Table 4.2 provides an overview of the critical attributes of each method.  

The study concluded by identifying the link between a highly regulatory environment 

characterised by a new division of privatisation, the delegated authority to third-party experts, 

and the increase in self-regulation mechanisms in the shadow of the state.  It also highlights a 

foreign body of experts' international context that influences national policy decisions (Levi-

Faur, 2005). 

Further research considering the relationship between the national governments and the 

diffusion of independent regulatory agencies by Gilardi (2005), such as those of the IASB & FRC 

and other standard-setting agencies, noted the interdependence of countries in the decision 

criteria for the delegation of the authorities to this external bodies.  

However, in his evaluation of the top-down approach, Gilardi termed this as Europeanisation, 

where national policymaker's reforms were "….. exogenous (and often common) pressures from 

international sources on national political communities" (Gilardi, 2005).  Gilardi also coined the 

term 'emulation' to describe the horizontal nature of the diffusion process between countries. 

The bottom-up approach is linked to credibility and political uncertainty (Gilardi, 2005). 

Gilardi (2005) states, "….. establishment of IRAs is an attempt to improve the credibility of 

regulation, a valuable political asset when attracting investment". Equally, IRAs are established 

to ensure stability in an unstable political environment and policy continuity. 

There is statistical evidence to suggest that each of the three national approaches to diffusion, 

as coined by Levi-Faur (2005), has been supported by Gilardi's study. The evidence would 

indicate that each method has some foundation and influence on the diffusion process when 

considering the development of the IRAs (Gilardi, 2005). 

Later research was conducted by Jacint Jordana and David Levi-Faur entitled "The Diffusion of 

Regulatory Capitalism in Latin America: Sectoral and National Channels in the making of a New 

Order." This study is concerned with regulatory capitalism and the diffusion of independent 

regulatory authorities (RA). 

The research stresses how public policy, once the domain of ministers and government 

departments, is often delegated to external arms-length organisations, regulators, and 

standard-setting bodies.  This method of public policy development is increasingly signifying 
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an increased separation between the growth and formation of regulatory policy administration 

and the state apparatus (Jordana & Levi-Faur, 2005). This type of nation-state governance 

structuring was heralded in North America but featured significantly in government reform in 

many countries across Europe (Gilardi, 2005; Majone, 1997)). However, few studies exist on 

political innovations and how these innovations subsequently diffuse. 

The research emphasises that previous studies generally treat the nation as a single unit of 

measure when considering the adopter influences, whether it is as a regional change agent, 

cultural peer influencer, or neighbouring country first-mover influencer (Gilardi, 2005; Guler 

et al., 2002; Lazer, 2005; Way, 2005). These studies have not considered the independent sector 

influences on the speed of adoption and diffusion of independent regulatory authorities. The 

researcher's highlight that powerful sector influences (international sector network) are just 

as influential as domestic or international variations at country-level diffusion. 

The approach was separated into Policy Sector Approach (PSA) and National Patterns 

Approach (NPA) when undertaking the research. Table 4.3 gives an overview of the critical 

attributes of each process. 

Table 4.3 - Summary of Diffusion Characteristics between NPA and PSA 

Approach Characteristics Diffusion Attributes 

NPA • Countries' national history shapes 

political processes and outcomes and;  

• State traditions characterised historical 

characteristics; 

• The nation-level community of 

policymakers has significant control over 

domestic policy processes. 

• Expects the diffusion characteristics to 

be influenced by national factors 

• Therefore predicting the number of 

regulatory authorities in a country will 

determine the establishment of RA.  

PSA • Autonomous political characteristics of 

distinct policy sectors; 

• The diversity of political patterns in one 

country; 

• The style of policymaking and the nature 

of political conflict in a country will vary 

significantly by industry; 

• Policymaking in a particular sector will 

exhibit strong similarities in the national 

context. 

• The sector will exert a significant 

influence on the diffusion process; 

• Therefore predicts the establishment of 

new RA within the industry; 

• This will be determined by the number 

of regulatory segments in the same 

industry in other countries. 
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Source: Adapted from Jordana & Levi-Faur, (2005).” The Diffusion Of Regulatory Capitalism in Latin America: 

Sectoral And National Channels In The Making Of A New Order“. Annals of the American Academy of Political and 

Social Science, Volume 598 March 2005 p.102-124. © 2005 AAPS. 

 

The authors make two fundamental points when considering how diffusion occurs and how the 

research will be viewed. These are as follows; 

i- That fundamental driver for diffusion is driven by sector and national differences 

and; 

ii- The channels of diffusion communication may suggest something important about 

the agents of change that remain hidden. 

(Jordana & Levi-Faur, 2005) 

In assessing the growth of RA in nineteen Latin American countries and twelve sectors, a 

statistical analysis was performed against three summary categories (finance, competition, and 

utilities). The first is the contagious diffusion variable, the second is domestic, and the third is 

the international factor. The research also utilised the three national approaches to diffusion, 

which draws on the previous study by Levi-Faur, (2005).  

In assessing the interdependence, the horizontal approach further explained the diffusion in 

the sector across national boundaries. Thus, the authors interpreted a more significant network 

of actors and sectoral influences in the diffusion decisions. They suggested that adoption 

significantly increased when that sector in another country had an established autonomous RA. 

The research also highlighted significant industry and national diffusion patterns and 

formulated a heuristic methodology to enhance future research (Jordana & Levi-Faur, 2005). 

In research conducted by Lazer (2005) on the international systems as a global network and 

the subsequent effect on diffusion.  This study determines that "states are simply policy choosers 

and information producers in an information network perspective." It further highlighted the tug 

and pushed effect of international agreements to attract foreign capital and have a similar 

policy as those trading partners (Lazer, 2005). This research focuses on the 'horizontal' 

approach to a national policy approach to diffusion (NPA) as defined by Levi-Faur (2005) 

(Jordana & Levi-Faur, 2005) in the context of the international policy system as an 

informational network.  

The diffusion of information to the Network Lazer (2005) emphasises interrelationships 

between five critical networks that facilitate the dissemination of information. These networks 
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were defined as Epistemic communities, international organisations, cross-national corporate 

entities, institutionally mediated networks, and interpersonal networks. These networks 

influence policy diffusion through information dissemination through the linkages in 

international institutions (Lazer, 2005). Interestingly, this research can be extrapolated to 

other interconnected theories, as most approaches rely on ‘network communication’ and 

‘transfer of information’.  

Diffusion of Innovation Theory - Hypothesis 

DOI theory will be the primary academic model to inform and direct the research focus in 

establishing the integrated reporting position within the diffusion lifecycle (Figure 4.3). 

Determining the stage will automatically influence whether organisations accept or reject the 

innovation based on Rogers's (2003) perceived attributes and calculate adoption rates. Further 

consideration of the two motivating factors based on research by Samy and Robertson (2015) 

on the diffusion of new practices in an organisation is either the economic model (financial 

benefit) or the sociological model (social norms).  

Figure 4.3 - Diffusion of Innovation Lifecycle 

 

Source: Based on Rogers (2003), p.222. “Diffusion of Innovation”, The Free Press, New York. © 2003 By Everett 

M. Rogers 

The main arguments show that managers are incentivised directly or indirectly to disclose 

private information to the market. In adopting <IR>, managers are sending signals to the 

market through the voluntary disclosure and adoption of <IR>  that social and environmental 

issues are being taken seriously to meet stakeholder expectations. Therefore, for this study, DOI 
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theory is supported by calculating the adoption rate for each framework as suggested by Rogers 

(2003) and Ryan and Gross (1950). 

Additionally, when investigating DOI theory, it would also be appropriate to consider the <IR> 

benefits as motivating factors and influences on the global diffusion process by ascertaining any 

patterns in the adoption decision at a regional, national, cross-country or sector level. The 

research investigation by Gilardi (2005) and Jordana & Levi-Faur, (2005)  research on NPA, PSA 

and clustering theory evidenced several characteristics detailing the effect of national policy 

decisions. The significant conceptualisation that will motivate the global analysis will be 

described as the impact on the diffusion process at a national (NPA) and sectoral (PSA) level. 

These specific determinants have not been considered in prior research investigations on IFRS, 

GRI or <IR> diffusion and will aid the construction and interpretation of the country analysis. 

Thus, the following hypothesis is formulated. 

HA - The <IR> adoption rates are not associated with other voluntarily adopted frameworks or 

standards. 

4.2.1.2  Determinants to <IR> Adoption  

 

The determinants have been structured to determine what influences the adoption rates in a 

country and the acceptance by organisations of innovation in corporate reporting. Companies 

will assess and determine whether the corporate reporting innovation provides the 

organisation with the perceived attributes it requires from acceptance. Rogers (2004) defined 

the perceived attributes as the “Relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and 

observability”. Therefore, endorsement and adoption of <IR> must meet some inherent 

obligation placed on a firm, whether its regulatory, social, environmental, or cultural 

commitments that mutually benefit the organisation or its stakeholders (Robertson & Samy, 

2015; Rogers, 2004).   

Consequently, the determinants have been separated into four categories to determine the 

relative advantage or obligation from the perspective of i) the firm-level attributes, ii) the 

country’s government policy concerning corporate governance and government effectiveness, 

iii) the country’s environmental policy, iv) the country’s cultural values and the cultural 

practices that are exhibited in organisational behaviours. These four categories will identify 

prevailing attributes and barriers that affect the adoption decision and rate of adoption in a 

country. 
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4.2.1.2.1  Firm-level Attributes 

 

Sector 

Previous research has indicated the effect of different Sectors on <IR> adoption and the 

increased disclosure of ESG information. Environmental sensitive sectors and industries 

disclose more information to offset the impact of the negative association with high-risk 

practices and activities that are prone to higher regulatory standards  (Barth et al., 2015; Frías-

Aceituno et al., 2013; Lai et al., 2018).  

Furthermore, firms operating in high-risk Sectors or industries experience significant activist 

stakeholder pressures to disclose more ESG information and are more inclined to invest in high-

quality ESG disclosures (Kuzey & Uyar, 2017). High-risk sectors and industries employ external 

assurance of their sustainability reporting to aid the creditability and legitimacy of their ESG 

disclosures and activities. Prior literature has also highlighted the benefits of industry 

affiliation programs' positive impact on ESG initiatives, both in-country and internationally 

(Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Yu & Luu, 2021).  

Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed. 

HA1 -  The rate of <IR> adoption is not associated with the sector.  

Sustainability Measurement and Report Type 

Prior literature has evidenced that the annual Report Type published by organisations 

significantly correlates with improved performance and results (Barth et al., 2015; 

Mervelskemper & Streit, 2017). Therefore, it would be suitable for this study to ascertain 

whether the association between improved performance and results is isolated to the <IR> 

standalone report or across all annual and CSR reporting types. Another area of focus is the 

effect of the sustainability measurement standards implemented in the organisation's 

accounting system processes and how this might translate into the quality of the disclosures 

produced by the organisation.  

Previous research suggests that sustainability standards significantly affect an organisation's 

processes and results more than standalone reporting frameworks (Kuzey & Uyar, 2017). 

Therefore, the Sustainability Measurement variable determines whether the organisation has 
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implemented additional sustainability measurement standards into their annual reporting 

processes. Thus, the following hypotheses are formulated. 

HA2i - There is no association between sustainability measurement and <IR> adoption rate. 

HA2ii - There is no association between report type and <IR> adoption rate. 

Board Structure and Composition 

Prior literature has indicated the impact of the organisations' corporate governance structures 

on the disclosure quality (Fasan & Mio, 2017; Frías-Aceituno et al., 2013; Fuente et al., 2017; 

Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 2011; Pavlopoulos et al., 2017). Nekhili et al. (2017) considered various 

board compositions and structures to ascertain whether these affected voluntary CSR 

disclosures between family and nonfamily French firms, finding that family firms disclose less 

voluntary information.  

Further research by Alfiero et al. considered cultural dimensions, board composition, and 

structure to ascertain whether there would be any effect on <IR> adoption. The author 

evidenced that boards with one foreign director were less inclined to adopt <IR>. However, 

three or more foreign directors would be more willing to adopt <IR>, including directors from 

more feminine countries. Moreover, Frias-Aceituno et al. suggest board diversity and size 

influence the integrated dissemination of CSR information.  

Therefore, to ascertain whether the board structure or size significantly impacts the 

information quality and adoption of the <IR>. This study adopts Alfiero et al. and Frias-Aceituno 

et al., which considered the various board structures, committees,  board roles, and culture on 

the reporting disclosure quality and <IR>adoption (Alfiero et al., 2018; Frias-Aceituno et al., 

2013).  The following measures are considered for this study board size, CSR committee, 

percentage of independent directors, and ESG-linked compensation. Thus, the following 

hypotheses are proposed. 

HA3i -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with the board size. 

HA3ii -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with the percentage of 

independent directors on the board. 

HA3iii -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with forming a CSR sub-

committee of the board. 
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HA3iv -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with the board's ESG-linked 

compensation. 

4.2.1.2.2  Government Policy Indicators  

 

An objective of this study was to ascertain what country-level characteristics were 

determinants in whether a company would voluntarily adopt the IRF and produce a <IR>.  

Several studies have used external global inter-government organisations and NGOs that issue 

country-level indicators to gauge a country's international standing and performance on 

several critical topics (Bianchi et al., 2016; De Villiers, Hsiao, & Maroun, 2017; Kang & Gray, 

2019; Rossignoli, Stacchezzini, & Lai, 2021).  

Therefore, nine country-level indicators, including two cultural-level and organisational values, 

have been selected to cover government effectiveness, human well-being, organisational 

values, and green growth indicators (Table 5.35). These metrics and indices enable comparison 

and comparability across important governance, social, environmental, and economic issues 

and themes (De Villiers et al., 2017; De Villiers & Marques, 2016).  

Worldwide Governance Indicators 

The World Bank issues worldwide governance indicators to assess a country's government's 

performance against six measures.  

i. Voice and Accountability 

ii. Political Stability and Absence of Violence/Terrorism 

iii. Government Effectiveness 

iv. Regulatory Quality 

v. Rule of Law 

vi. Control of Corruption 

Each aggregate measure is an assessment of the performance of the government institutions in 

which to manage social, economic and government affairs based on 30 data sources (The World 

Bank Institute, 2009). Governance consists of democratic traditions, elections, and institutions, 

including exercising and implementing authority. The process by which governments are 

monitored, selected and elected and the policies they implement are for the benefit and respect 

of their citizens (Jakimow, 2008).   
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There is increasing literature on using governance indicators in research to measure country-

level CSR and reporting practices effectively (Bianchi Martini et al., 2016; Gómez & García, 

2020; Hsiao et al., 2021; Rossignoli et al., 2021).  One influential study that applied the six 

governance measures developed by the World Bank on government effectiveness, regulatory 

quality to CSR practices and share price fluctuation was De Villiers & Marques (2016). The 

authors also considered the environmental performance index (EPI) from Yale Centre for 

Environmental Law & Policy negatively associated with the GRI disclosure score. The authors 

evidenced that countries with more robust democracies, government effectiveness, and 

regulatory quality exhibited improved CSR disclosures and higher share prices.  

These findings were supported by a study focusing on Latin American countries, which 

evidenced that regulatory quality and industry type improved CSR disclosures (Gómez & 

García, 2020). Therefore, the following hypothesis is developed. 

HA4 - There is no association between <IR> adoption rates and governance effectiveness. 

World Economic Forum - Global Competitive Index (GCI) 

The World Economic Forum publishes an annual study of the global competitiveness of nations, 

which measures a country’s competitiveness landscape and openness to businesses. 

Competitiveness is defined in the report “as the institutions, policies, and factors that determine 

the level of productivity of a country” (Klaus Schwab, 2016).  The index is anchored on measuring 

the drivers of ‘total factor productivity that are not explained by the growth factors of 

production (Schwab, 2018). The GCI scoring methodology is structured on a weighted average 

of twelve pillars of competitiveness. The index covers a range of broad topics developed from 

several sub-components: education, efficient economic activity, technological readiness, 

quality of labour market, financial market development, business sophistication, market size, 

and innovation, aggregating 103 individual components. The scoring range is between 1 to 7, 

with lower scores being un-competitiveness and higher risks (Schwab, 2016).  

Several studies have applied the GCI index measure in research, suggesting that countries that 

regulated ESG disclosures as a policy tool increase their competitiveness and corporate 

transparency. Although, countries with high country-specific risk are less likely to disclose  CSR 

information, reducing corporate transparency. It also suggests a difference in CSR competitive 

position between developed and developing countries (Gugler & Shi, 2009; Kang & Gray, 2019; 

Plastun et al., 2019). The following hypothesis is proposed. 
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HA5 - Lower competitiveness scores suggest a reduced regulatory environment that causes less 

disclosure and lower <IR> adoption rates. 

Corruption Perception Index (CPI) 

Transparency International collates and publishes the annual corruption perception index to 

monitor and expose corruption in public services, government, politics, business, and the 

broader civil society. Their main aim is to promote integrity and transparency in all sectors of 

public life, especially government, law, and industry; the CPI score and ranks countries based 

on the perception of corruption in the public sector. The CPI index is calculated from experts' 

opinions from thirteen organisations specialising in assessing government and business 

climate activities. The index is released annually, covering bribery, diversion of public funds, 

nepotism in civil service, whistle-blower protection, access to information and the effective 

prosecution of corrupt officials. The scoring is from zero to one hundred, with zero being the 

highest perceived corruption, with one hundred being the least perceived corruption in the 

public sector  (Morse, 2019).  

Several studies have investigated the effect of corporate mandatory and voluntary disclosure 

policies on the level of a country’s corruption (Agyei-Mensah, 2017; Agyei-Mensah & Buertey, 

2019; Mazzi et al., 2018; Zouaoui et al., 2017). The authors evidenced increased levels of 

disclosures, including more forward-looking information about less corrupt countries. This 

supports the perception that a highly developed regulatory environment increases 

transparency and disclosures. Therefore, the following hypothesis is developed. 

HA6 - There is an association in the adoption of <IR> in high perceived corrupt countries. 

4.2.1.2.3  Environmental Policy Initiatives 

  

YALE Environmental Performance Index 

The Environmental Performance Index (EPI) is a collaboration between Yale and Columbia 

Universities and produced annually by the Yale Centre for Environmental Law and Policy and 

the Centre for International Earth Science Information Network at Columbia University. It 

covers 32 performance indicators across 11 issue categories enabling countries to be ranked 

and compared. The principal aim is to inform and influence public policy by extending an EPI 

scorecard of leaders and laggards on environmental performance policy-based metrics 

(Emerson et al., 2016).  
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EPI currently ranks over 180 countries, making it one of the most extensive coverage indexes 

available. The EPI rankings indicate which countries best address climate crises through policy 

practices. The EPI ranges from 0 to 100, with 0 denoting the highest impact on the environment, 

the lowest policy solutions, 100 for the lowest impact, and the highest development policy 

status (Emerson et al., 2016). 

Studies have increasingly used government effectiveness measurement scores and EPI to 

understand country-level environmental development with mixed results (Rachisan et al., 

2015). Jensen and Berge (2012)  and Turcu (2015) found that countries that adopt <IR> have 

higher environmental and social policy development levels than countries that do not adopt 

<IR>.  

However, De Villiers & Marques (2016) study suggested a negative correlation between CSR 

disclosure and a country's environmental policy. The study also evidenced that high regulatory 

quality, government effectiveness, investor protection and more press freedom were positively 

associated with levels of CSR disclosure. Suggesting organisations disclose more with 

governments with less commitment to environmental policy and law but high governance 

mechanisms (De Villiers & Marques, 2016; Jensen & Berg, 2012; Turcu, 2015).  

Further research by Rachisan et al. (2015)  investigating the relationship between governance 

dimensions and development issued by the World Bank and the EPI suggests that corporate 

governance dimensions are associated with the EPI and are a good indication of the 

environmental performance of a country. 

HA7 - <IR>  is not associated with EPI scores and environmental policy development. 

Global Sustainable Competitive Index 

Issued by SolAbility since 2012, the Global Sustainable Competitiveness Index (GSCI) is at the 

forefront of developing measures that reflect the true competitiveness of nations without 

diminishing the potential for future generations. The GSCI is aggregated from 120 quantitative 

indicators across five pillars (figure 4.4).  

The source data is collated from publicly available metrics published by the UN agencies (UNDP, 

UNEP, UNICEF, FAO, WHO, WMO), World Bank, Transparency International, International 

Monetary Fund (IMF) and Institute for Economics and Peace.  The main focus is not on the 

immediate performance but on the future sustainable potential and competitiveness; the range 

is 0 -100; the higher the score, the more a nation's future competitiveness (SolAbility, 2012). 
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Figure 4.4 - SolAbility Global Competitiveness Index Pillars 

 

Source: Gebhardt & Hyang Lee, (2013) p.5, “The Global Sustainable Competitiveness Index”. © SolAbility. All rights 

reserved 

Studies that have employed the GSCI measure to indicate the level of disclosure or an 

association with a country’s legal system or sustainable performance have reported mixed 

results. (Guidara et al., 2022; Norberg, 2020; Olkkonen & Quarshie, 2019; Ruiz-Lozano & 

Tirado-Valencia, 2016). Ruiz-Lozano & Tirado-Valencia suggest no relationship between a 

country’s sustainable performance, legal system and GSCI, thereby rejecting the developed 

hypothesis (Ruiz-Lozano & Tirado-Valencia, 2016). Guidara et al. evidence an association 

between a country’s auditing and reporting standards with sustainability, indicating that highly 

ethical firms positively influence sustainability (Guidara et al., 2022). 

HA8 - There is no association between a country’s <IR> adoption rates and GSCI performance. 

Sustainable Society Index (SSI) 

The SSI's primary function is to assess the most critical aspects for improving quality of life and 

sustainability. The index focuses on the well-being of a country through 22 indicators grouped 

into five categories (personal development, clean environment, well-balanced society, 

sustainable use of resources, & sustainable world) aggregated into three strategic themes of 

human, environmental and economic well-being (Fuchs et al., 2020).  
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The index takes its definition and guidance from the Brundtland Commission Report produced 

for the United Nations (Keeble, 1988; Kono, 2014). The index is weighted with more emphasis 

on the sustainability measures that have a more significant effect on global ecological well-

being than isolated country issues. The index rates over 150 countries every two years; all 

source information must be publicly available, increasing transparency (Van de Kerk & Manuel, 

2008).  

Research commissioned by the EU provided statistical evidence to support the SSI as an 

indicator of a country’s sustainable well-being (Podaşcă, 2016). However, a study assessing the 

symmetry between the three well-being measures found a negative correlation between 

human well-being and environmental well-being, which conflicts with the Brundtland 

commission report (Kaivo-Oja et al., 2014) 

Few studies have assessed the relevance of SSI as a country-level determinant that influences 

<IR> quality and adoption. However, Kılıç, Kuzey, & Uyar (2021) evidenced an association 

between the <IR> and assurance quality with the SSI. Furthermore, when investigating the EU 

non-financial directive (NFR), the authors linked the measurement of the SSI 3-pillars of well-

being with sound environmental management and development goals with more significant 

support for regulating the NFR  (Stefanescu, 2021). 

HA9 - Countries that score lower on the SSI index are less regulated, and companies are less 

likely to adopt <IR>.  

OECD Green Growth Indicator (GGI) 

With a focus on the natural asset base and the economics of consumption and production, the 

Green Growth Indicators are issued yearly by the OECD to monitor progress toward a green 

economy. The four main objectives are “establishing a low-carbon, resource-efficient economy;  

maintaining the natural asset base; improving people’s quality of life; and implementing 

appropriate policy to realise green economic growth” (OECD, 2011, p. 6). The measurement of 

the indicators relates to twenty-six features concerning four main topics i) the environmental 

and resource productivity of the economy; ii) the natural asset base; iii) the environmental 

dimension of quality of life, and iv) economic opportunities and policy responses. The 

measurements cover the net production-based CO2 productivity and GDP per unit of energy-

related CO2 emissions (OECD, 2002, 2011).  
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The number of studies that employ the GGI as a country-level indicator of a nation or territory's 

progression towards a sustainable economy is limited (Gjølberg, 2009). However, one study 

investigating real corporate investments and the government's green environmental concerns 

evidenced a strong association. Consequently, green growth production and renewable energy 

consumption positively correlate with corporate and industrial investments (Farooq et al., 

2021).  

Further research using the GGI to develop and assess the Natural Resource Base View at a sub-

national level suggests a discrepancy between the headline social development and resource 

efficiency of the world’s wealthiest production economies. The findings suggest that material 

production is the key driver, not sustainability management, for resource efficiencies (Koh et 

al., 2016).  A limited number of studies have assessed GGI as a determinant of a country’s 

adoption of <IR>.  

HA10 - The GGI is not associated with a country's <IR> adoption rates. 

4.2.1.2.4  Country Cultural Values and Organisational Practices 

 

This study could exploit several models for assessing a country’s cultural characteristics; 

however, it would be appropriate to restrict this analysis to the two most widely used research. 

The most recognised and used model in business and management studies is Hofstede's 

cultural dimensions model due to its simplicity and easy-to-understand attributes (Dimitrov, 

2018; García-Sánchez et al., 2013). An alternative model based on Hofstede’s features but has 

different calculations and characteristics is the GLOBE model, based on cultural values and 

practices (House et al., 2002).   

Hofstede Cultural Dimensions 

Professor Geert Hofstede originally developed the cultural dimension after accessing the 

multicultural survey on values and sentiment from IBM workforce data in the 1970s ((Hofstede, 

1984)). When analysing the survey database, correlations at a country level differed 

significantly from what could be identified at an individual level. Much of the research available 

failed to separate or identify the societal difference between countries in one holistic study. 

This enabled him to develop societal and individual patterns, which required a completely 

different interpretation technique and led to the national values systems (Hofstede, 1984).  

Hofstede provided external validation to the four dimensions that formed the basis of the book 

Cultural Consequences (Schwartz, 2012, p. 8). Since his seminal work, Hofstede's cultural 
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dimensions have been externally validated and verified through many similar cross-country 

studies (Dimitrov, 2018; Tekin & Tekdogan, 2015).  

In association with Canadian psychologist Michael Bond, a fifth dimension was added in the 

1980s, long-term v short-term orientation. A sixth dimension was added in the 2000s by 

Bulgarian academic Minkov, which analyses indulgence versus restraint (although this last 

dimension is not considered part of this study).  

1. Power Distance (large-small) - autocratic versus consultative management, or 

degree of inequality in society 

2. Uncertainty avoidance (strong-weak) - the threat of the unknown or degree of 

tolerance for ambiguity. 

3. Individualism versus Collective - the role or power of the individual versus that of 

the group. 

4. Masculinity versus Femininity - assertiveness (male) versus modesty (female) 

5. Long-Term versus short-term Orientation - looking to the future rather than the past 

or present. 

Hofstede's cultural dimension has received significant concerns about generalising the 

adopted' nation-state' approach. Differences identified in the survey may not be the result of 

national cultures. The reliability of the survey has been questioned as it is administered and 

run by IBM of internal organisation employees. The survey responses do not represent a nation, 

with questions focused on internal organisation requirements. Many cultural, sub-culture, 

cross-national, and regional variations interact and influence behaviours and identity that 

could affect results. Culture has been poorly defined and remains unclear in the study 

methodology (Dimitrov, 2018; McSweeney, 2002). 

Hofstede Cultural Dimensions have been considered in a significant number of studies to 

ascertain the role of culture in organisational decisions, board structure and influence on 

voluntary disclosure policy (Alfiero et al., 2018; García-Sánchez et al., 2013; Jensen & Berg, 

2012; Vaz et al., 2016). A study adopting institutions theory to ascertain normative, coercive, 

and mimetic isomorphisms relationship evidenced that the legal system and specific cultural 

characteristics (long-term and uncertainty avoidance) were determinants of voluntary 

environmental disclosure (Gallego-Álvarez & Pucheta-Martínez, 2020). Whereas, Garcia-

Sanchez et al. assessed stakeholder values and integrated reporting, suggesting societies with 
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strong collective and feminist values are “in the vanguard of information integration” (García-

Sánchez et al., 2013).  

Interestingly, a study by Vollero et al. (2020) suggests that cultural dimensions and CSR 

communication belong to different levels of analysis. Cultural dimensions should be analysed 

as social aspects and not as CSR as intentional, rational,  and strategic communication types 

(Vollero et al., 2020). 

HA11 - A country’s cultural system measured by Hofstede's five dimensions is not associated 

with <IR> adoption. 

The GLOBE Cultural and Organisational Practices 

The research project assessed Global Leadership and Organisational Behaviour Effectiveness 

(GLOBE) across 61 countries and national cultures. The primary purpose of the research is to 

understand the influence and differences of national cultures on organisational management 

and leadership. The research program defined leadership as “the ability of an individual to 

influence, motivate, and enable others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the 

organizations of which they are members”(House et al., 1999, p. 9). The effect of national cultures 

on organisational leadership is investigated using nine dimensions (Table 4.4). 

Therefore, the GLOBE project considers the dimension's organisational practice and leadership 

values (House et al., 2002). Consequently, in the nine dimensions constructed and analysed in 

the GLOBE project, six of the nine dimensions have their origins in the cultural studies of 

Hofstede, with three having the same measurement criteria as the original Hofstede study 

(Uncertainty avoidance, Power distance and Individualism).  

The study identified twenty-one critical leadership behaviours and attributes that contribute 

to effective leadership and eight impediments. These aggregated to six significant CLTs 

(Culturally endorsed implicit Leadership Theories) i) charismatic/value-based leadership, ii) 

Humane iii) participative leadership, iv) Team-oriented leadership, v) self-protective, and vi)  

autonomous leadership vary by culture, that correlated with societal (national) and 

organisational cultures (House et al., 1999, 2002). 
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Table 4.4 - GLOBE Projects Nine Dimensions of Culture 

No Culture Construct Definition  

1 Uncertainty avoidance The extent to which a society, organization, or group 

relies on social norms, rules & procedures to alleviate 

the unpredictability of future events 

2 Power distance  The degree to which members of a collective expect 

power to be distributed equally 

3 Institutional collectivism (I) The degree to which organizational and societal 

institutional practices encourage and reward the 

collective distribution of resources and collective action 

4 In-group collectivism (II),  The degree to which individuals express pride, loyalty 

and cohesiveness in their organizations or families 

5 Gender egalitarianism The degree to which a collective minimizes gender 

inequality 

6 Assertiveness The degree to which individuals are assertive, dominant 

& demanding in their relationships with others 

7 Future orientation,  The extent to which a collective encourages future-

oriented behaviours such as delaying gratification, 

planning & investing in the future 

8 Performance orientation The degree to which a collective encourages & rewards 

group members for performance improvement & 

excellence. 

9 Humane orientation  The degree to which a collective encourages & rewards 

individuals for being fair, altruistic, generous, caring & 

kind to others. 

Source: (House, 2004, p. 6; House et al., 1999, p. 76), “Cultural Influences On Leadership And Organizations: Project 

GLOBE”. Journal of World Business 37,  3-10. © 2002 Published by Elsevier Science Inc. 

The GLOBE study's application to assess the effect of cultural practices and leadership values 

on business and management research has been limited compared to Hofstede's cultural 

dimensions. However, a study assessing GLOBE cultural practices affect <IR> quality evidenced 

that four dimensions (assertiveness, institutional collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and 

humane orientation) had a positive correlation.  Two dimensions (performance orientation and 

future orientation) negatively correlated with <IR> quality (Raimo, Zito, & Caragnano, 2019).  

Research investigating CSR performance and cultural effects only evidenced a negative 

association between power distance and masculinity, with other cultural aspects having no 

significance (Ringov & Zollo, 2007). Consequently, significant insights could become apparent 
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when adding the leadership values dimension to the study, which may have previously been 

unnoticed by using a more simplistic cultural measurement or just cultural practices. 

For this study, Hofstede's cultural dimensions and the GLOBE project leadership values and 

cultural practices will enrich the research by providing previously unobserved or tested 

dimensions.  

HA12 - A country’s cultural values and organisational practices are not associated with <IR> 

adoption as measured by the GLOBE dimensions. 

Consequently, this study will expand the government effectiveness measures in De Villiers & 

Marques's research to include the corruption perception index (CPI) from Transparency 

International to develop the governance measures. Furthermore, this study will adopt 

measures that haven’t been considered in the literature, including additional environmental 

standards issued by the OECD, SolAbility and Sustainable Society Index (Table 5.35). Including 

these measures will provide new insights and knowledge of the influences on the country-level 

determinants to organisations' <IR> adoption decision and disclosure quality.  

4.2.2  Agency, Shareholder and Stakeholder Theories 

 

Several scholars assert that the foundations of agency theory can be found in an article written 

by the economist Coase (1937), 'The nature of the firm'. It was not until the mid-1970s that two 

independent teams of scholars, Ross (1973) and Jensen and Meckling (1976), developed what 

is now termed Agency Theory.  

Coase stated that the role of the firm was “economic service efficiency” and “cost reduction”. 

Jensen and Meckling (1976) also noted: “that cost reductions in firms are through establishing 

agency relationships”. The fundamental philosophy of the firm is that the shareholders are the 

principals who engage the managers, as the agent, to perform a service that meets the 

principal's expectations (McColgan, 2001).  

The Agency Theory coined by Jensen and Meckling specifically addresses and consolidates 

earlier ideas on conflicts of interest between organisational stakeholders that give agency costs. 

Several attributes of the agency relationship, with differing interests and goals, include conflict 

of interest, information asymmetry, and opportunistic behaviours. Agency theory presupposes 

that individuals aim to maximise their interest above the firm's and utilise private information 

to their benefit (Bohren, 1998). This divergence of goals and interests between the principal 
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and agent results in agency costs to maximise the wealth of the principals (shareholders). 

Equally, the principal may incur additional fees to control the agent through increased 

monitoring.  

The main criteria of agency theory, as described by Fontrodona and Sison, is to align the 

interests of both parties to the contract. The authors list four key assumptions that underpin 

the ethos of agency theory. 

1. Shareholders own the firm. 

2. Shareholders act following the criterion of utility maximisation. 

3. The firm is a nexus of contractual relationships. 

4. The purpose of the firm is to maximise shareholder value. 

                 (Fontrodona & Sison, 2006)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Jensen and Meckling consolidated agency costs into monitoring, bonding, and residual loss 

(Jensen et al., 1976).  Monitoring costs can be defined as expenses incurred to measure, observe, 

and control behaviours, and monitoring expenses will be incurred to meet regulation and 

legislative practices.  

Managers are restricted from pursuing their own wealth-maximising goals to their detriment. 

Therefore, to better align the agent's interests with the principal, a form of bonding contract is 

required through the management incentive programme and remuneration, which will be 

structured to reduce the conflict of interests (McColgan, 2001).  

Bonding costs are associated with systems or processes established to align the firm's interest 

with the shareholders. Implementing these contractual bonding systems would also support 

the monitoring of agents and include the production, collation and communication of company 

performance and future strategic information to meet the minimum expectations and legal 

requirements of the principal (shareholder) (McColgan, 2001). 

Therefore, managers choose share options and ownership as part of their compensation 

package, signifying to shareholders that their interests align. However, managers also find 

inventive ways of reducing agency conflicts by reducing the number of external shareholders 

and managing the firm's leverage. Increasing debt levels to minimise the number of external 

shareholders and managing the firms' dividend policy help ease conflicts (Crutchley & Hansen, 

1989; Jensen & Meckling, 2019; McColgan, 2001).  
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Due to the inefficiency of the monitoring and bonding contracts, the parties' interests will not 

fully align. These agency relationship inefficiencies give rise to and result in residual losses. The 

cost of enforcing these contractual relationships would far outweigh the contracts' benefits 

(McColgan, 2001).  

Critics of agency theory have argued that this is a simplistic way of analysing the firm and 

ultimately is too narrow in focus and neglects the broader social influences on both the 

managers and the firm (Berger & Bonaccorsi di Patti, 2006; Fontrodona & Sison, 2006; Li et al., 

2016; Wiseman et al., 2012). The broadening and opening of agency theory allow for an 

improved stakeholder approach and view of the firm.  Freeman defined the term stakeholder 

in 1984 to consider groups with ‘a legitimate claim on the firm’. Fontrodona & Sison (2006, p. 

37) argue, “In the knowledge economy, there are no longer owners in the traditional sense. Like 

other human organisations, firms have members or stakeholders bounded by a ‘nexus of contracts’ 

like other human organisations. In such a society, the knowledge worker, not the shareholder or 

capitalist, has the strongest claim to the firm, amongst the various stakeholder groups.” In their 

final proposal, the firms are agents who coordinate their activities to achieve a common goal, 

moving the traditional shareholder view of agency theory towards a more socially inclusive 

stakeholder approach to agency theory (Hill & Jones, 1992). 

This broadening of agency theory unlocked many avenues for research to consider national and 

cultural influences on organisational decision-making, trade-offs, and performance. But also 

allowed for the merging of agency and stakeholder theory to establish the broader impact of 

the firm and its role in the social environment in which it operates (Doney et al., 1998). 

The argument put forward by Fontrodona and Sison (2006) was subsequently developed by 

Wiseman et al.. They proposed a new social theory of agency (figure 4.5) by utilising a deductive 

approach to building an agency and governance theory, which considers the more 

comprehensive social construct of the firm. They contend that traditional agency scholars “….as 

promoting a self-fulfilling egotistical economic logic in business school training that is detrimental 

to organizational citizenship and incompatible with the values of collectivist societies” (Wiseman 

et al., 2012).  
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Figure 4.5 - A New Social Theory of Agency 

  

Source: Wiseman, Cuevas-Rodríguez, Gomez-Mejia, (2012), “Institutional contexts and their effect on agency 

problems and investments in governance mechanisms” © 2011 The Authors Journal of Management Studies © 

2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies 

 

Considering the social fabric in which the firm operates enables the authors to document 

further the different agent investment behaviours in governance mechanisms consolidated into 

four strategic institutional contexts.  Therefore, understanding the social environment can 

improve the knowledge and analysis of the agency problem.  

When viewing the organisation from the accepted perspective of the socially influenced agency 

and stakeholder theory, and as previously mentioned by Fontrodona & Sison, 2006, “the firm is 

a nexus of contractual relationships” both direct and indirect obligations.  Consequently, the firm 

must act more ethically and socially responsibly to meet these obligations. Thereby, furnishing 

these stakeholders with increased transparent information through corporate disclosures 

enables the firm to fulfil these social contracts, reducing information asymmetry and agency 

costs (Elshandidy et al., 2013; Elzahar et al., 2015; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; Martin & Sayrak, 2003). 

Providing increased information directed towards a wider stakeholder group, in the form of 

voluntary ESG disclosures, through the increased corporate reporting meets the social-
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environmental requirement for improved transparency from businesses on their ESG 

performance. Thereby reducing the likelihood of increased regulation from the government in 

this area (Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; Nekhili et al., 2017; Wiseman et al., 2012). 

Stakeholder/ Agency Theory Hypothesis 

Integrated Thinking and Internal Management 

The IIRC has indicated that the benefits that firms will appreciate include net assets and 

retained earning position improvements over the long term with the adoption of <IR> and the 

focus on the six capitals (IIRC, 2015a). However, research conducted by Baboukardos and 

Rimmel (2016) contradicted this assumption evidencing that the value relevance of net assets 

declines in their sample of South African firm observations. The authors suggest that after 

implementing < IR>, the decrease in net assets could be associated with undisclosed liabilities 

or more reliably measured assets (Baboukardos & Rimmel, 2016).  

Embedding <IR> through integrated thinking and improved management benefits internal 

employees, assets, and resources management. Thereby,  supporting stakeholder theory, 

employees benefit from firm efficiencies, structures, and overall organisation well-being and 

integration by eliminating silos and internal competition between departments. Consequently, 

the improved allocation of resources drives performance and eliminates internal duplication, 

thereby reducing costs, increasing profitability, and positively affecting retained earnings and 

net assets. Therefore, the following hypotheses have been formulated. 

HB1i - There is no association between retained earnings values and the adoption of <IR>. 

HB1ii - There is no association between net asset values and the adoption of <IR>. 

Improved Company Performance 

Prior literature has evidenced that better-performing and more profitable companies are more 

likely to invest in sustainability reporting measures than lower-profitable firms. Several 

reasons for this investment include the availability of economic resources and the firm's 

additional focus on market participants. The increased performances avail extra scrutiny from 

external parties on the performance and results, with these organisations under market 

pressure to provide further information. This increases investment in internal systems and 

processes to meet this demand for increased information for stakeholders (Aljifri & Hussainey, 

2007; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017).  
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Oshika and Saka (2016) suggest that more sustainable firms have higher profitability, which is 

more stable over the long term and distribute more ‘value-add’ to stakeholders. Several 

variables are available to measure the relationship between an organisation’s performance and 

the quality of its disclosures. However, prior research suggests that the most frequent and 

common measure is the Return on Assets (ROA) as a proxy for profitability (Aboud & Diab, 

2019; Albitar et al., 2020; Frias-Aceituno et al., 2013; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; Oshika & Saka, 2017). 

Free cash flow is another measure that is not as common in prior research. The free cash flow 

indicates an organisation’s ability to generate excess cash from its operations and retain cash 

balances after distribution. Therefore, it is assumed that highly profitable firms can generate 

spare cash and can commit financial resources to prepare high-quality sustainability reports. 

Free cash flow also positively signals the market by reducing the need for external financing 

reducing risk and uncertainty over liability cover (Kurochkina et al., 2017; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; 

Ledoux et al., 2014).  

Therefore, this study has adopted both the net assets and retained earnings variables to 

ascertain whether the IIRC-marketed benefits of improved internal management and resource 

allocation hold to further scrutiny from either <IR> or disclosure quality. Furthermore, ROA 

and free cash flow will be used as proxy measures to support stakeholder theory and ascertain 

whether there are improved organisational performance benefits. Therefore, the following 

hypotheses have been formulated. 

HB4  - There is no association between ROA and the publishing of <IR>. 

HB4i - There is no association between free cash flow and the publishing of an <IR>. 

4.2.3  Corporate Communication  

 

Signalling, Voluntary Disclosure, Propriety Cost, and Impression Management theories have 

been consolidated under the strategic heading of corporate communication. They share certain 

fundamental concepts and are closely related fields of research. The main attribute that each of 

these theories discloses is the increase or decrease in information asymmetry and the 

management of proprietary and non-proprietary information. Thereby controlling what 

information is known or unknown about the organisation (Akerlof, 1970; Grossman & Hart, 

1983; Milgrom, 1981b; Verrecchia, 1983; Zhou et al., 2017).  
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Through voluntary disclosure to the market, managers are incentivised financially or even 

reputationally to disclose unknown private information about the organisation. These 

voluntary disclosures are market signals reducing uncertainty and risks to manage stakeholder 

and market expectations of future performance (Guay et al., 2016; Melloni et al., 2017;  

Verrecchia, 1990). In managing these stakeholder expectations, voluntary disclosures close the 

information expectation gap, reduce information asymmetry, and provide information about 

the organisation's leadership (Rothschild & Stiglitz, 1976).  

Management must decide on the most appropriate level of voluntary disclosure that meets the 

required market expectation. The voluntary disclosure must have high perceived external 

value, low internal costs of preparation, protect propriety information, and reduces the 

associated propriety costs with non-disclosure of information (Bini et al., 2011; Karasek III & 

Bryant, 2012; Milgrom, 1981a). 

In controlling the form, content, channel, quantity, and quality of the information that is shared 

through voluntary disclosures, management is inherently protecting the corporate reputation, 

including brand image and identity, and its perception to stakeholders through the utilisation 

of impression management techniques (Haji & Anifowose, 2017; Hooghiemstra, 2000; Melloni 

et al., 2016).  

4.2.3.1  Proprietary Cost Theory 

 

Proprietary cost theory can be traced to a study conducted by Grossman & Hart (1983), and 

Milgrom (1981b) utilised the adverse selection argument put forward by Akerlof (1973).  The 

fundamental concept of propriety costs theory assumes that an investor knows the type of 

information being withheld by the firm but not the actual content of the information disclosure. 

In that case, they should then discount the share price to a rational worst-case scenario. thereby 

creating a ‘cost’ to the firm for non-disclosure of information. 

Verrecchia (1983) states, "…. A potential proprietary cost is any possible reduction in future cash 

flows attributable to a disclosure." Verrecchia (1983) and Dye (1985) further developed this 

model by considering the uncertainty of management's non-disclosure. Non-disclosure of 

information to investors prevents them from entirely discounting the share price resulting in 

proprietary costs due to the uncertainty in the information being withheld or the realisation of 

the proprietary costs. Proprietary costs can be separated into two branches Internal cost of 

preparation and external. 
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In researching the managers' incentive to disclose or withhold private information through 

private signals, Verrecchia noted that the value relevance of the disclosure was related to 

whether the signal was ‘good news’ or ‘bad news’ rather than the quality of the signal. The more 

favourable the news, the more remarkable improvement in the share price, and the greater 

incentive for a firm to disclose. Alternatively, an increase in proprietary cost makes the firm 

less likely to disclose information to shareholders or the market. Investors’ reactions will be 

less adverse due to the uncertainty of withheld information (Dranove & Jin, 2010; Einhorn & 

Hogarth, 1981; Scott & William, 1994). 

Research by Francis et al. (2008) investigated earnings quality, voluntary disclosure, and cost 

of capital. The discretionary cost has an information disclosure equilibrium, where the level of 

disclosure is measured by the favourableness of the news and the increase of proprietary costs. 

Firms with more extensive voluntary disclosure have higher earnings quality and lower capital 

costs.  Further studies by Embong et al. on the relationship between increased information 

disclosure and the cost of equity for large and smaller firms evidence a negative relationship 

between disclosure and cost of equity (Embong et al., 2012). Botosan et al. (2004) considered 

the relationship between WACC and public and private information quality, finding an inverse 

relationship between public information and WACC offset by the positive relationship between 

private information and the cost of equity.   

Proprietary Cost Theory Hypothesis 

The adoption of <IR> meets the increased information needs of stakeholders and market 

recipients. This reduces information asymmetry (stakeholder/agency theories) and minimises 

the proprietary cost of increased disclosure which benefits the organisation through 

improvements in their cost of financing. Furthermore, to measure the proprietary cost theory 

and relate this to the financing benefit to the organisation for this study, three different credit 

rating proxy measures are utilised, the WACC, WAC_Debt and risk-free premium.  

In previous studies, CSR disclosures have positively affected credit rating and reduced firm 

interest rates (Garanina & Dumay, 2017; Jiraporn et al., 2014). Therefore, the first two credit-

rating proxy measures concern whether adopting <IR> affects the organisation’s cost of equity 

capital or debt financing. Prior studies have indicated that higher quality information provided 

in the <IR>  positively affects the WACC and reduces WAC_Debt. This suggests that firms 

adopting <IR> have a better credit rating and access to cheaper forms of financing than non-
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adopting firms (Barth et al., 2015; Eliwa et al., 2021; Francis et al., 2008; Garanina & Dumay, 

2017; Gerwanski, 2020).  

The third measure concerns the risk-free premium, the required return above the risk-free 

market rate to compensate for providing capital or debt (Ball & Brown, 1968). A study by Lee 

and Yeo (2015) evidenced abnormal portfolio returns for those firms’ performance associated 

with <IR> adoption. Suggests a lower required risk premium associated with <IR> firms as 

portfolio returns are higher than the JSE market average. Increased information disclosure 

reduces uncertainty in the market, thereby reducing the organisation's associated credit risk 

and propriety costs of undisclosed information. This lowers the cost of financing and the risk 

premium required as a return by the capital providers, thereby improving market efficiencies. 

Therefore, this study uses these three proxy measures to ascertain the effect on organisations' 

financing costs. Thus, the following hypotheses are formulated. 

HB2i - There is no association between WACC and <IR> production. 

HB2ii - There is no association between WAC_Debt and <IR> production. 

HB2iii - There is no association between Risk-Free Premium and <IR> production. 

4.2.3.2  Signalling Theory 

 

Signalling theory origins can be traced to three independent academic papers on economic 

information asymmetry in the 1970s.  Each document was authored by George Akerlof, Michael 

Spence, and Joseph Stiglitz, who received the Nobel prize for Economics in 2001 for their 

research on this subject. Each created a different element that builds the foundations of 

signalling theory, from information asymmetry signalling and screening.  

Akerlof (1970) introduced the first formal analysis of information economics in his paper 

“Market for Lemons and Market Mechanism”, explaining that informational asymmetries give 

rise to adverse selection in the market.  Due to imperfect information between two parties, 

those with uncertain information can crowd out those with more information, resulting in ‘an 

adverse selection’, lower quality goods, or borrowers with poor repayment histories. Akerlof 

states “that hypothetically, the information problem can either cause an entire market to collapse 

or contract it into an adverse selection of low-quality products”. Thereby identifying low 

profitable firms with overvalued share prices, which creates market bubbles, or as his paper 
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suggests, a ‘market for lemons’ until these bubbles burst, and these share prices fall, reducing 

the market (Akerlof, 1970). 

Spence (1973), building on the research from Akerlof on adverse selection, evidenced those 

agents with more information can ‘signal’ their information to less informed markets or agents 

to avoid the problems with adverse selection.  In his ground-breaking essay, Spence focused on 

education and the job market. He demonstrated that job seekers would signal the market 

through their investment in education and the level attained. He was implying that an employer 

has no other method of distinguishing between the ‘productivity’ of applicants. Critically 

evaluating signalling cannot succeed unless the cost differs between the senders to acquire the 

education than those who choose a lower education level (Bini et al., 2011).  

According to Spence (1973), “…a fundamental concept was the ‘expectation-based equilibrium” 

for wages and education, based on sex and ethnicity, evidencing that white men get paid more 

than women and black people for the same level of education and productivity”. This research has 

been applied to most sectors and markets, including advertising and marketing costs, 

impression management, product quality guarantees, and a company's dividend policy to firm 

capital structures financing with debt rather than issuing new shares indicating profitability 

(Spence, 1978). 

One of Stiglitz’s key research papers was co-authored with Michael Rothschild on mitigating 

imperfect information in the insurance market related to risk exposure from clients. The 

examining what actions the uninformed agent can take to incentivise their client to ‘share’ 

information on their risk situation through screening. Thus, the insurance company can identify 

and group clients that share risk attributes, characteristics, and price premiums according to 

risk (Rothschild & Stiglitz, 1976). Joseph Stiglitz's research with various co-authors has been 

instrumental in evidencing the effect of asymmetric information and incentives on economics 

models.  Proving that information asymmetry is critical for economic models to understand the 

markets and have real-world explanatory powers.   

Organisations gain from managing their corporate communication and signal strategy through 

improved quantity and quality of their communication to signal their competitive advantage, 

brand quality, brand identity and profitability to the market and stakeholders (Hooghiemstra, 

2000). Reducing the inherent risk associated with information asymmetry and lower levels of 

information sends positive signals to the market. The organisations also signal to current and 
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future employees the benefits of the organisations through the employee incentive benefits 

offered and employee-focused organisational policies adopted (Karasek III & Bryant, 2012).   

Considering how different actors deal with received signals, such as strategic sensemaking. 

These actors deal with the information problem by searching for clues, rating these signals into 

low-quality and high-quality signs, including outcomes in unobservable attributes. Helm & 

Mark (2007) investigated the implications on the firm reputation by supplementing the 

theoretical foundations of signalling theory alongside cue utilisation theory. In this instance, 

the receiving party to the cue assesses the quality of the signal, the predictive nature, the 

usability and measuring of the signal creditability. Then describe the signal mechanism's cue 

usage parameters, including confidence and predictive values. Additionally, linking this to the 

creditability of the firm’s reputation and brand label by assigning an importance weighting to 

the perceived quality of the ‘cue’ signal. 

Karasek and Bryant developed the information, signalling and perception framework (figure 

4.6) based on the type of signal. Therefore organisations must consider i) the cost of providing 

that signal and ii) the relative value of the signal to external parties, including the consideration 

by the organisation of the perception that these signals are received by the external parties 

(Karasek III & Bryant, 2012).  

Figure 4.6 - Information, Signalling, and Perception Framework 

 

Source: Karasek III & Bryant, (2012), “Signalling Theory: Past, Present and Future”, Academy of Strategic 

Management Journal, © 2012 The Dreamcatcher Group LLC. 

Signalling Theory Hypothesis 
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Furthermore, the market responds to the signals received from the organisation by adopting 

<IR> and increased voluntary information disclosure with improvements in market 

capitalisation and enterprise (firm) value. The link between CSR & ESG disclosure and firm 

value relevance has been debated in the literature for the past thirty years, with no consensus 

on whether there is a tangible benefit. This has led many researchers to question the 

measurement used to assess the association with firm value (Beck et al., 2017; Silvestri et al., 

2015).  

Traditionally, previous studies have provided strong evidence for using TOBINQ as a proxy 

calculation to measure the association of firm value with voluntary disclosure quality (Aboud 

& Diab, 2018; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; Lee & Yeo, 2015; Villiers & Van Staden, 2011). 

TOBINQ is the ratio of a firm's market valuation and the replacement value of its assets. Firms 

with a high Q value are considered attractive as investment opportunities, whereas a low Q 

indicates the opposite (Galvao et al., 2015). In research conducted by Abdullah et al. (2015), 

three variables were used to measure firm value and voluntary risk disclosures, including 

market capitalisation, TOBINQ and market-to-book equity value. The authors found little or no 

evidence of an association between firm value and voluntary disclosures (Abdullah et al., 2015).  

The IIRC has marketed the IRF as providing improvements to enterprise value over the short, 

medium and long term as defining strength to promote the adoption of the <IR>.  Value creation 

is explained by the <IR> framework section 2B 2.4: 

 “Value created by an organization over time manifests itself in increases, decreases or 

transformations of the capitals caused by the organization’s business activities and outputs. That 

value has two interrelated aspects – value created for:  

• The organization itself, which enables financial returns to the providers of financial capital 

• Others (i.e., stakeholders and society at large).”      (IIRC, 2015b, p. 10).  

The enterprise value of an organisation is the market value of equity plus the market value of 

short-term and long-term debt, less any cash or cash equivalent on the balance sheet,  giving a 

more comprehensive measure of the company's value. Furthermore, enterprise value has been 

heralded by the IASB and various leading sustainability and integrated reporting organisations 

to be integral to a future comprehensive corporate reporting system. These organisations 

issued a joint report proposing a prototype standard based on the IASB conceptual framework 

detailing the importance of enterprise value. Noting how “Sustainability-related financial 
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disclosure standards would enable the disclosure of how sustainability matters. Create or erode 

enterprise value.” (WEF & Deliotte, 2020, p. 3).  

However, very few research studies have focused on using enterprise value to ascertain 

whether there is a correlation between the adoption of IR> and disclosure quality. However, 

one research paper in Ukraine assessed the impact of <IR> adoption on enterprise value-based 

management systems. This research suggests that enterprises must transition from the 

traditional accounting model to the sustainability accounting model in Ukraine (Zhuravka et al., 

2020).  

Consequently, this study has adopted the approach used by Abdullah et al. in selecting three 

measures to constitute firm value and support the measurement of signalling theory. However, 

the chosen measures exhibit distinct properties in assessing market value improvements. 

TOBINQ  is a ratio measure of the invest-ability of the organisation to the providers of finance 

capital. Market capitalisation is the value of issued equity determined by the prevailing share 

price and market sentiment. In contrast, enterprise value is seen as a more comprehensive 

alternative to market capitalisation encompassing economic value as it includes the value of 

debt and minority interests, providing a more reflective purchasing value of the organisation.  

The specified measures enable the signal the organisations present to the stock market through 

their adoption of <IR> to be assessed by different market participants, including equity holders, 

debt holders, potential purchasers, and investors, further enriching signalling theory 

assessment (Abdullah et al., 2015; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; IIRC, 2015a; WEF & Deliotte, 

2020). The following hypotheses are developed. 

HB3i - There is no association between TOBINQ and <IR> production. 

HB3ii - There is no association between market capitalisation and <IR> production. 

HB3iii - There is no association between enterprise value and <IR> production. 

4.2.3.3  Voluntary Disclosure Theory 

 

The signalling theory research assisted disclosure theory with mandatory and voluntary 

disclosures. Voluntary disclosure has seen significant research since 1980, focusing on the 

organisation's motives (Dye R, 1985; Grossman & Hart, 1983; Milgrom, 1981a, 1981b; 

Verrecchia, 1983). Mandatory disclosures have seen less research on whether the intended 
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consequences of the regulation have successfully produced the outcomes envisioned and 

whether the market has received the appropriate signal from the increased regulation. Thereby 

indicating a required behavioural change, and the subsequent behaviours reflect these signals 

(Bergh et al., 2014).  

Research in mandatory disclosures commenced in the early '60s by George Stigler, who tried 

to measure the cost and benefits of compulsory regulated disclosure from the SEC. Stigler 

accurately measured the returns for investors to new share issues before and after the passing 

of the 1933 Act. The research concluded that a reduction in share volatility in the pricing of the 

shares was the main benefit. Thus, the SEC Act 1933 ratification did not significantly improve 

the overall returns to shareholders. Stigler concluded that the cost of compliance did not 

outweigh the benefits arising from the SEC Act of 1933. One unintended consequence was that 

it excluded small companies from the capital markets. This research was confirmed by 

Professor Gregg Jarrell, who produced similar results. 

Voluntary Disclosure is information that exceeds the most basic level required by law and 

accounting regulation. It can be classified into three main types: strategic and forward-looking, 

financial disclosures, and non-financial disclosure (Cotter et al., 2011). Voluntary disclosure 

research is closely linked to signalling theory and proprietary cost theory (PCT), and both views 

share common threads with the economic model of information asymmetry and uncertainty. 

Managers use voluntary disclosure to reduce the information problem and signal to the market 

to mitigate complex disclosures or meet stakeholders' information needs (Bini et al., 2011; 

Guay et al., 2016).  

The voluntary disclosures managers provide include business reviews, segmental information, 

financial ratios, share price information, and currency effects. They indicate recent changes in 

the trading environment, closing the information gap and reducing the risk associated with less 

information (Cotter et al., 2011; Guay et al., 2016; Haji & Hossain, 2016; Leary & Roberts, 2010). 

Future-oriented information contains value-relevant information critical for the market in 

building a holistic picture of the organisation's potential (Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; 

Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 2011). Forward-looking disclosures include strategy, corporate 

disposals or investments, future pipelines on research and development, proposed entry to 

new markets, future releases of new product lines, predicted results, and earnings forecasts. 

This enables the market to build a picture of the future potential, opening more significant 

investment opportunities. Thus signalling to the market and stakeholders that they behave as 
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good corporate citizens by engaging in social and environmental reporting. Non-financial 

disclosures centre around corporate governance, Corporate Social Responsibility, and 

environmental reporting. Using voluntary CSR and environmental reporting by management 

mitigates exposure to environmental uncertainty and thereby reduces the risk by providing 

voluntary disclosure (Guidry & Patten, 2012; Plumlee et al., 2015).  Some researchers suggest 

that voluntary environmental disclosure is used as a tool in which to manage the corporate 

image and reputation from mounting public pressure on destructive corporate behaviours 

(Guidry & Patten, 2012).  

However, increasing evidence suggests that voluntary environmental disclosure increases 

when the organisation or the industry faces significant environmental risks. It supports the 

notion that firms are greenwashing the issues without changing their behaviours by providing 

more disclosures as a reputation management exercise (Hooghiemstra, 2000; Plumlee et al., 

2015; Smith & Font, 2014).  Li, Richardson, & Thornton (1997) contradicted this by suggesting 

that firms are reluctant to provide increased voluntary environmental disclosure even when 

faced with environmental risks due to the potential of proprietary cost and the possibility of 

future legal issues from these disclosures.  

Voluntary Disclosure Theory Hypothesis 

Following the detailed discussions on disclosure quality in section 3.1.2, the IIRC has stated that 

one of the real benefits of the IRF will improve the information quality of the annual voluntary 

reporting (Eccles et al., 2012; Rivera-Arrubla et al., 2017). In meeting the increased information 

requirements of capital providers and a broad stakeholder community by providing value-

relevant and future-orientated information (Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 2011; IIRC, 2011). 

Additionally, supporting government policy by allowing industry and organisation self-

regulation through the voluntary adoption of <IR> and not requiring mandatory or regulatory 

intervention requiring new legislation to mandate the adoption of <IR>, forcing companies into 

adopting and disclosing more information.  

Disclosure quality is also influenced by the type of CSR management utilised within the 

organisation, whether symbolic or substantive management, through the adoption of <IR>. This 

would also indicate whether CSR, specifically <IR>, has been integrated throughout the 

organisation. Furthermore, the resulting integrated information environment would improve 

the disclosure quality, reducing information uncertainty and investor risk. Previous research 

has highlighted the different forms and content of the disclosures ascertaining whether this 
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voluntary information is enhanced by the quality of an organisation's information environment 

by the adoption of <IR> (Melloni et al., 2017; Stent & Dowler, 2015; Habek & Wolniak, 2016; 

Barth et al., 2015).  

Notwithstanding the internal reporting environment, research evidence suggests that 

improvements in the quality of corporate reporting are incremental and improve gradually 

over the long term. However, the level of disclosure is directly related to the environment the 

organisation operates, including region and industry (Adams et al., 2016; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; 

Rivera-Arrubla et al., 2017). The reporting quality and creditability of the voluntary disclosure 

are further enhanced and determined by whether an external party assures the report, 

supporting the quality trend improvements (Hąbek & Wolniak, 2016; Rivera-Arrubla et al., 

2017). Consequently, for this study and to support the attributes of voluntary disclosure theory, 

the TQDS measure is used, and the following hypotheses are developed. 

HB5i - There is no relationship between the TQDS and the adoption of <IR>. 

HB5ii - There is no relationship between the TQDS_Grwth and the production of an <IR>. 

HB5iii - There is no relationship between the TQDS_gr and the production of an <IR>. 

4.2.3.4  Impression Management Theory 

 

The foundations of Impression Management Theory (IMT) originate in the social psychology of 

the individual and how the individual presents themselves in group situations to influence 

others’ perceptions in a favourable light or gain a specific advantage. Goffman explained and 

theorised an impression management framework in The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life 

(Goffman, 2016; Hooghiemstra, 2000).  Goffman identified two critical elements to impression 

management ‘front’ and ‘concealment’, recognising both situations where the underlying 

reality differs from what is presented or conveyed to the audience. By identifying 

characteristics of ‘front’ in face-to-face meetings, clarifying individual ritualistic behaviours and 

patterns within these interactions being front-stage and backstage personas. Goffman further 

developed the concept of ‘front’ in frame analysis, indicating the situations have to be analysed 

based on the social context in which they are set (Adams & Goffman, 1979). 

Another element from Goffman's framework concerns ‘concealment’, which is to conceal 

actively, underplay, or downplay facts, activities, situations, or motives that conflict with the 

presented impression, front, or a form of impression management with an aspect of 



Page | 107  

 

intentionality, which gives rise to concealment. Concealment arises when individuals 

purposively hide their true intentions, display status symbols, or have ‘profitable’ motives for 

their benefit and enhancement (Goffman, 1974; 1956). 

IMT has subsequently been applied to the corporate organisation setting and is the activity of 

controlling information to increase the chance that the organisation will achieve their financial 

or social goals. Information communication in a specific fashion influences others' perception 

of the corporate (brand) reputation,  identity, or image (Table 4.5). To secure support, 

creditability, position, cooperation, attain competitive advantage, build trust, and avoid 

negative sentiment or consequences (Connolly-Ahern & Broadway, 2007; Highhouse et al., 

2009; Merkl-Davies & Brennan, 2006; Yang & Liu, 2017).  

Yang & Liu (2017, p.675) defined impression management in an accounting context stating, 

“firms have an incentive to manage impressions of their organisational image and reputation by 

presenting a self-serving view of their performance”. 

Table 4.5 - Definition of Corporate Reputation, Image, and Identity 

Type Definition Description 

Reputation A social construct of a global ‘shared’ 

perception and judgements (emotional 

evaluation) of the organisation at a point 

in time accumulates over time. 

 

Organisational beliefs, values, 

and expectations based on past 

actions, practices, and 

behaviours 

Image An individual’s knowledge, beliefs, or 

impressions about an organisation. 

Brand, Corporate Values, 

organisational culture, trust, 

authenticity, and reputation. 

Identity A shared common understanding of the 

organisation's core values, culture, and 

purpose accumulated character central 

to the organisation’s members' 

awareness that drives behaviours. 

A shared common understanding 

of the corporate mission 

statement and future objectives. 

A shared vision and values, with 

defined attributes & knowledge, 

and solid organisational culture, 

including expected behaviours 

 

Firms with improved reputation and image can charge premium prices for products or services, 

increase sales, enhance access to investors and capital markets, and improve credit ratings, 
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which reduce the cost of debt interest resulting in enhanced financial health (Connolly-Ahern 

& Broadway, 2007; Hooghiemstra, 2000; Merkl-Davies & Brennan, 2006).  

Figure 4.7 - Impression Management Attributes 

 

Source: Business Matters, (2019)“Why reputation management is so important in a business”. Copyright ©2021 

The Business Matters Brand Ltd - A Capital Business Media Company 

Additionally, stakeholder feedback is another technique used to influence and understand the 

stakeholders' group to gauge the corporate image and reputation.  Maintaining the firm’s 

reputation is central to improving its competitive advantage. 

Tedeschi & Melberg (1984) ascertained that there were two fundamental (defensive or 

assertive) impression management strategies organisations employ in their communications 

to the market. The bold impression management strategy uses specific linguistic and 

presentational techniques to ‘signal improved performance’ and assigns responsibility for 

positive outcomes and actions. In contrast, defensive impression management techniques 

include ‘obfuscation, manipulation, omitting, concealing, misleading or minimising information’ 

to maintain a positive impression of the organisation's brand, image, and reputation.  

However, Connolly-Ahern & Broadway (2007), in researching the corporate impression 

management techniques on the World Wide Web, evidenced five alternative strategies. 

i) Ingratiation (appearing likeable), 

ii) Competence (appearing intelligent), 

iii) Intimidation (appearing threatening),  

iv) Exemplification (appearing virtuous), and 

v) Supplication (appearing weak) 

https://capitalbusinessmedia.co.uk/
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They suggested that ‘corporate competence’ dominated the most utilised impression 

management strategy on the world wide web. Many companies offered incentives to elicit 

feedback as another corporate technique and priority to gauge reputation (Connolly-Ahern & 

Broadway, 2007).  

Furthermore, in reviewing the latest impression management literature, adapted from Brennan 

et al. (2009) and Haji and Hossain (2016), distinguished seven impression management 

approaches implemented by the organisations (Table 4.6) and built on Merkl-Davies & 

Brennan's early research paper. Thereby updating the two identified by Tedeschi & Melberg 

and the five summarised in Connelly-Ahern & Broadway. 

Table 4.6 - Seven Strategies of Impression Management 

No Technique/Approach Description 

1 Syntactic Manipulation The most popular and widely used is often used in form-orientated studies. 

2 Rhetorical Manipulation Analyses of linguistic choices and rhetorical language exaggerate positive 

information and obscure adverse outcomes. 

3 Attribution of 

Organisational Outcomes 

Use impression management techniques to link positive results to managerial 

decisions and negative outcomes to outside factors. 

4 Thematic Manipulation Simple illustrations and preferences are given to positive/ negative categories. 

5 Selectivity Pervasive selection of positive data and narratives 

6 The emphasis on Visual 

Presentation 

Emphasis placed on a piece of data, repetition of narratives and reinforcing 

selected themes, and 

7 Performance 

Comparisons 

Selection of specific comparisons, benchmarks and trends that display 

organisational performance most favourably 

 

Source: Adapted from Haji & Hossain (2016), “Exploring the implications of integrated reporting on organisational 

reporting practice Evidence from highly regarded integrated reporters” Qualitative Research in Accounting & 

Management Vol. 13 No. 4, 2016 pp. 415-444 © Emerald Group Publishing Limited  

Organisations that produce Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) reporting engage in 

impression management practices. The main aim is to influence people's perception of the 

organisation’s engagement on important environmental, ethical, and social issues (Highhouse 

et al., 2009).  This increased stakeholder engagement on significant environmental, social, and 

ethical problems contributes to the organisation’s reputation and brand image.  
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While some researchers have suggested this engagement with CSR reporting distracts from 

their organisation's poor economic performance on sustainability issues and behaviours, it 

could negatively affect the corporate reputation (Solomon & Warren Ma, 2012; Stacchezzini et 

al., 2016).  

Highhouse et al. (2009) developed a model of the impression development process for 

corporate reputation (see. figure 4.8).  The model illustrates the formation of impressions and 

perceptions in the minds of stakeholders concerning the organisation from flows in 

environmental information signals. The authors further documented how central corporate 

reputation links CSR and competitive advantage, suggesting two ‘self-presentation’ or ‘self-

serving’ motives for CSR. The first motive was a desire for approval, and the second was a desire 

for status.  

Figure 4.8 - Impression Development Process of Corporate Reputation 

 

Source: Highhouse, Brooks, & Gregarus (2009), “An Organizational Impression Management Perspective on the 

Formation of Corporate Reputations”.  Journal of Management 35(6) 1481-1493 © 2009 Southern Management 

Association 

Merkl-Davies and Brennan identified two types of management strategies concerning CSR 

narrative disclosures techniques: ‘substantive management’ and ‘symbolic management’. 

Substantive management is concerned with a change in organisational behaviour or practices 

through increased environmental information disclosures to the quantity or quality to meet the 
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demands of external stakeholders, competition, or a change in society's environmental 

awareness.   

Symbolic management appears to adopt strategies that meet the needs or demands of 

stakeholder groups or industry norms without making any rational or behaviour management 

changes. Merkl-Davies and Brennan (2011, p.421) suggest that “impression management is 

regarded as addressing the substantive rationality concerns of external parties if it is 

conceptualised as symbolic management. This legitimises the organisational behaviours and 

supports managers”' use of impression management techniques concerning CSR disclosures if 

they adopt symbolic management. Managers that adopt a substantive management approach 

to CSR narrative disclosures do not need to use impression management techniques, as the 

organisation already reflects ‘an integrated approach to CSR practices’  (Merkl-Davies & 

Brennan, 2011, p. 422).  

Readability 

Consequently, in an early study, Merkl-Davis and Brennan identified seven discretionary 

disclosure strategies for impression management to those identified by Connolly-Ahern & 

Broadway (2007) and Haji and Hossain (2016). Furthermore, the authors developed a 

taxonomy through the managers' self-serving motivations (Table 4.7), which recognised the 

focus of the strategies manipulation for the reader, including reading difficulty, persuasive 

language, the bias of themes, presentation of disclosures, bias and selectivity of numerical 

disclosures, and internal versus external attributes. The research also identified the focus of 

previous analysis to measure the manipulation, such as the syntactical features, rhetorical 

features, and positive and negative keywords. The presentational styling of the reports includes 

fonts, overemphasised earnings disclosures and comparatives (Merkl-Davies & Brennan, 

2007). 

Readability research investigating corporate narrative disclosures applying the Flesch formula 

has its foundations in a seminal research paper by Pashalian and Crissy, finding annual reports 

were beyond the comprehension of most adults (Pashalian & Crissy, 1950). The readability 

literature was expanded by applying the Dale-Chall formulae to Fortune 500 companies' annual 

reports, which assessed them to be difficult or very difficult to read (Worthington, 1978). But 

it wasn’t until 1992  that readability was linked to an early form of impression management 

linked to performance in research conducted by Smith & Taffler (1992), although specifically 

testing agency and signalling theory found firms actively signalled good performance but 
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obscured poor performance. Further suggesting the readability was significantly different 

between firms that subsequently failed and those that did not. 

Table 4.7 - Managerial Impression Management Strategies 

Managerial Impression 

Management Behaviour 

Type of 

Information 

Type of 

Manipulation 

Impression 

Management 

Strategies 

Focus of 

Manipulation 

Focus of Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Concealment 

1a. 

Obfuscation 

of bad news 

 

 

 

Verbal 

Information 

 

Manipulation of 

presentation of 

information 

Reading Ease 

Manipulation 

Reading 

difficulty 

Syntactical 

features 

Rhetorical 

Manipulation 

Persuasive 

language 

Rhetorical 

features 

 

 

 

 

 

1b. 

Emphasis 

on good 

news 

 

Manipulation of 

disclosure 

information 

Thematic 

Manipulation 

Bias of 

themes 

Positive/negative 

keywords 

Verbal 

Information 

Manipulation of 

presentation of 

information 

Visual and 

Structural 

Manipulation 

Presentation 

and location 

of 

disclosures 

Use of font styles, 

order effects 

 

 

 

Numerical 

Information 

 

Manipulation of 

disclosure of 

information 

Performance 

Comparisons 

The bias of 

numerical 

disclosures 

Comparison of 

performance 

Choice of 

Earnings 

Numbers 

Selectivity of 

numerical 

disclosures 

Earnings 

numbers 

 

2. Attribution 

 

Verbal 

Information 

 

Manipulation of 

disclosure of 

information 

Attribution 

Performance  

Internal 

versus 

external 

attributes 

Performance 

attributes 

 Source: Adapted from - (Merkl-Davies & Brennan, 2007, p. 130) – ‘Discretionary Disclosure Strategies in Corporate 

Narratives: Incremental Information or Impression Management?’ -  Published in Journal of Accounting Literature, 26 (2007): 

116-196. © The University of Florida. Fisher School of Accounting.  

Research testing the readability of <IR> and impression management on the Johannesburg 

stock exchange found the complex nature of the <IR> impairs the readability, which damages 

the value stakeholders can derive from the report. The authors also found a correlation with 

the Ernst & Young Excellent in Integrated Reporting Awards, indicating that the <IR> is of 

higher quality if written in a complex language (Du Toit & Esterhuyse, 2021). Research by 

Demaline tested the obfuscation hypothesis and impression management of readability of 

those firms investigated by the SEC Accounts and Auditing Enforcement for ‘books and records’ 

infractions. The results supported the obfuscation hypothesis finding those firms being 
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investigated whose disclosures were more challenging to read than the average publicly traded 

firm (Demaline, 2020). 

Lourenco Et al. (2017) investigated different tactics used in the readability of CEO letters for 

various aspects of the social psychology of impression management.  The results suggest those 

leading CSR firms on the Dow Jones Sustainability Index present more readable disclosures but 

evidenced patterns and are mediated by ‘goal relevance of the impressions’ and the ‘value of 

desired goals’ concerning the IM tactics used (Lourenço et al., 2018). 

Consequently, an alternative research study focuses on good and bad performing companies 

and the textual features of readability of CEOs’ statements, specifically identifying companies 

incentivised to engage in impression management. The results of this study did not collaborate 

or evidence five of the six result claims made by previous impression management research. 

The results suggest that bad-performing companies are future-orientated compared to good 

performers in their CEO statements (Pasko et al., 2020). 

Impression Management Hypothesis 

Readability 

Consequently, in assessing the quality of the <IR>, it would be evident whether the managers 

are adopting a balanced and fair representation from the impression management theory 

applied to the presentation and the social acceptance of this report. Highly complex reports are 

hard to read, obfuscate, and impose information processing costs (Li, 2008; Short & Palmer, 

2008). The <IR> that adheres to the IRF should provide more concise, structured, and forward-

looking information that meets stakeholders' requirements. Thus improved report readability 

reduces information asymmetry and minimises the processing costs borne by the reader 

(Fisher, van Staden, & Richards, 2020; Short & Palmer, 2008).   

In this study, the <IR> benefit of balanced and fair representation and, more importantly, the 

impression management strategies of thematic manipulation and reading ease manipulation 

have been measured by report readability, tone, and sentiment scores (Li, 2008; Short & 

Palmer, 2008). In adopting the same approach in Fisher et al. (2020) and Short and Palmer 

(2008), a proxy measure of the report's readability score was used to gauge the improved 

information environment. The following hypotheses are developed. 

HB6 - There is no relationship between the readability score and the production of an <IR>. 
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Social Accountability 

Adopting <IR> will improve the organisation's reputation, brand, and perception within the 

social construct in which the firm operates. The social pressure for firms to address and report 

on ESG-related issues is at the forefront of many stakeholders' engagement initiatives 

(Highhouse et al., 2009). Therefore, the rating agencies can impact socially important issues by 

highlighting specific goals and priorities set through performance assessments. Thereby 

influencing the likelihood that firms will address these concerns as they pursue target 

outcomes to improve ESG ratings (Veenstra & Ellemers, 2020). Therefore, one can conclude 

that society can influence the agenda that targets ESG rating agencies and highlight significant 

issues and concerns. Consequently, improved ESG ratings affect brand reputation, brand image, 

and increased social acceptance and standing, subsequently improving profitability (Jones & 

Solomon, 2010).  

Prior literature has suggested a causal link between ESG scores and firm financial performance 

(Eccles et al., 2014; Eccles & Sertafeim, 2013; Lai et al., 2016, 2018; Mervelskemper & Streit, 

2017). However, the link to <IR> reporting methodology is less clear, as several studies indicate 

that ESG-positive performance is associated with both standalone and integrated reporting 

(Mervelskemper & Streit, 2017).  The authors also evidenced a link between <IR> and ‘superior 

results’ than traditional standalone reports.  

However, several studies have indicated a delay in the ESG effect on the organisation’s results 

due to the strategic nature of ESG disclosure (Farooq et al., 2021; Porter & Kramer, 2019). 

Additionally, several studies have used ESG disclosure scores as proxy measures for disclosure 

quality (Aboud & Diab, 2019; Li et al., 2018; Tan et al., 2010). Furthermore, to support the 

impression management theory to ascertain the effect of external ESG measures and social 

acceptance. This study will measure the benefits by utilising the ESG disclosures scores from 

Bloomberg and Eikon (Eccles & Serafeim, 2013; Lai et al., 2016; Tan et al., 2010). The following 

hypotheses are developed. 

HB7i - Bloomberg ESG disclosure scores are not associated with the production of an <IR>. 

HB7ii - Eikon ESG disclosure scores are not associated with the production of an <IR>. 



Figure 4.9 - Hypotheses Development Framework 

 



4.3  Hypotheses Development Framework 

 

This chapter has provided a detailed discussion and review of the relevant literature and 

academic theories to develop the conceptual framework. This section will consolidate these 

discussions and focus on summarising the research hypotheses.  

The research hypotheses have been developed and structured around two central premises: 

the determinants of <IR> adoption and the consequences of <IR> adoption. The determinants 

have been established by analysing firm attributes, corporate governance factors, 

environmental and cultural practices, and values (Hypothesis A). Therefore, the consequences 

focus on the IIRC’s advertised benefits to the organisation from adopting the IRF (Hypothesis 

B). The hypotheses development framework overview is provided in figure 4.9. 

4.4  Chapter Conclusion 

 

The first section of the chapter developed the conceptual framework based on the 

consequences of <IR> adoption from both the IIRC and firms. This allowed for the advertised 

benefits with the academic theories, the measurement variables, and the information user's 

perspective to be aligned for the holistic conceptualisation and reconciliation of different 

perspectives in the conceptual framework.  

This second section of the chapter has reviewed various theories and developed the hypothesis 

associated with voluntary disclosure and the adoption of Integrated Reporting.  One of the 

primary decisions emanating from a review of the academic theories is selecting a multi-theory 

approach to this research, consequently selecting diffusion of innovation theory as the principal 

academic theory to provide insight into the global acceptance of  <IR>. The DOI section 

discussed and specified the determinants under four headings for the propositions to be 

subsequently developed on the influence of the adoption rate.  It also permitted the selection 

of the other communication theories (stakeholder, signalling, propriety cost, voluntary 

disclosure, and impression management) to support the theoretical underpinning for this 

study.  

The third section permitted the consolidation of the hypotheses initially formulated in section 

two into the hypothesis’s development framework structured on two central hypotheses of the 

determinants and the consequences of <IR> adoption originating from the primary aim of this 

study. The determinants are defined as independent variables to ascertain their influence on 

the rates of adoption and the firm adoption decision. Furthermore, the hypotheses 
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development framework endorsed and legitimised the dependent variables emanating from 

the consequences of <IR> adoption that subsequently established the regression models used 

for testing. 



Chapter Five  Research Methodology 
 

5.    Introduction 

 

Following the conceptual framework's development, which guides this study's approach, it 

would be prudent to structure the chapter with the guidance of the research onion developed 

by Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009) and the methodological pyramid developed by 

Quinlan et al. (2018). This chapter will discuss the research philosophies, approaches and 

strategy, methodology design, and research methods to justify the process adopted. Following 

the research methods, a practical discussion will pivot around the process followed, tools 

utilised,  corpora adopted, data collection techniques employed, and the sample selected will 

be examined thoroughly before proceeding. This will aid the understanding of the concepts 

adopted for this study, including the conceptual framework's influence and conclude with a 

final summary.   

5.1  Research Philosophy 

 

When conducting business research, certain assumptions and beliefs are chosen. 

Understanding these assumptions will influence the research structure, questions, approach, 

and the methodology adopted (Moon & Blackman, 2014). The main hypotheses concern the 

nature of knowledge (ontology), knowledge development (epistemology), and the ethical 

values (axiology) applied to research (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016; 

Wahyuni, 2012). Ontology, epistemology, and axiology are the three main research 

philosophies influential when conducting business research.  

5.1.1  Ontology 

 

Ontology is concerned with how the researcher views the nature of reality. There are two 

positions on the nature of reality, nominalism, and realism. The nominalist believes there are 

no ‘real structures to the world’. Realists consider the world constructed of concrete and 

complex structures external to the human mind. The names associated with these structures 

are artificial constructs created for convenience to facilitate sense-making and negotiating the 

external environment as tools (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Realists appreciate that the social 

world is independent of the individual born into the living world and, thus, is not created by the 

individual. The social world exists like the natural world (Burrell & Morgan, 2019, p. 5). There 

are three opposing ontological dimensions objectivism, subjectivism, and constructionism.  
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These dimensions are constructed on five concepts: naïve realism, structured realism, critical 

realism, bounded relativism and relativism (Moon & Blackman, 2014).  

Objectivism depicts that social actors' interpretations of reality are independent and external to 

social entities in their existence (Wahyuni, 2012). The opposing position concerns subjectivism, 

which views social realities as constantly evolving, created from interactions and perceptions 

of social actors (Saunders et al., 2019, p. 111).  This position is generally associated with (social) 

constructionism; however, this concerns the researcher's understanding of the motivations and 

subjective meanings behind the actions of the social actors. Social actors interpret that situation 

differently, based on their perceptions of reality, interactions with other actors, and the 

environment (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Saunders et al., 2019).  

5.1.2  Epistemology  

 

Ontology and epistemology cannot be separated and should always be considered as two halves 

of the same coin. Epistemology refers to the researchers' ontological position of reality. 

Epistemology concerns knowledge and what constitutes ‘what is’, ‘what isn’t’, and ‘what should 

be’  ‘acceptable’ knowledge in a discipline or field of study (Bryman & Bell, 2007). They 

expanded this meaning definition to include the validity, scope, and method of obtaining 

knowledge and its transferable extent (Blackman et al., 2014).  The central premise of 

epistemology is whether the principles and procedures of the natural world should be or can 

be studied in the context of the social world utilising the same ethos (Bryman & Bell, 2007). 

This key theme is essential for the researcher to comprehend as it frames the research and their 

knowledge.   

Four central philosophical frames (Positivism, Post-positivism, Interpretive, and Pragmatism) 

influence the researchers’ view of acceptable knowledge application,  attainment, and reality 

(Saunders et al., 2019; Wahyuni, 2012).  This has far-reaching consequences on interpreting 

these research channels' data collection, analysis, and results. 

Positivism is associated with the natural science discipline's natural scientists and methods. 

Knowledge is collated and attained through the senses related to the “observable social reality” 

deemed the only acceptable and warranted way of generating knowledge linked to the 

principles of phenomenalism. Wahyuni indicates that positivists ”tend to be directed towards 

the highly structured, universal generalisations and numerical” with the statistical analysis 

applied across contexts termed ‘naïve realism’ (Saunders et al., 2019; Wahyuni, 2012, p. 70). 
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Post-positivism (realism) shares scientific enquiry with positivism yet is concerned that what 

the senses observe are the actual reality and the ’truth’. Objects are independent and have an 

existence outside of the human mind. Realists believe that natural and social sciences should 

apply the same approach to research, data collection and interpretation (Wahyuni, 2012). The 

knowledge of social structures can only be understood through the social sciences' multi-level 

theoretical and practical work and are not spontaneous but identifiable through patterns of 

events and observations (Greener & Martelli, 2015; Bryman & Bell, 2007; Saunders et al., 2019). 

Interpretivism is an opposing view to positivism that adopts the approach that people and 

institutions operate are separate identifiable ‘social actors. They assert that laws applied to the 

natural world cannot be generalised to social sciences. Studying the social world requires 

different logic and principles due to the complex nature of social interactions and the social 

roles that influence the behaviours of social actors. Researchers adopting this philosophy tend 

to be more “empathetic with understanding the social actors, and the influence of the social 

setting they observe has on their research and the social actors” (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Saunders 

et al., 2019).  

Pragmatism believes that research philosophy is a continuum, rather than opposites, 

emphasising ‘what works best’ for the problem identified (Wahyuni, 2012). If the research 

questions are ambiguous, Saunders et al. suggest “that no position has to be adopted and that it 

is acceptable to adopt varying positions or a mixed-method approach” (Greenfield & Greener, 

2012; Saunders et al., 2019, p. 109).  It is acceptable to suggest and design research with various 

ontology, epistemology, and axiology positions.  Tashakkori and Teddle 1998 cited in Saunders, 

Lewis, & Thornhill (2009, p. 109), “pragmatism is intuitively appealing. ….it avoids the researcher 

engaging in what they see as a rather pointless debate about truth and reality. Researchers should 

study what interests them, is of value to them, and brings positive consequences ”. 

5.1.3  Axiology 

 

Axiology is concerned with ethical stance in research. The researchers' judgment on values 

applies to their beliefs and feelings, including social inquiry and the importance of values 

directed to the subject being studied.  Social scientists should be value-free and objective in 

their research.  Although, the research could potentially reflect their social and educational 

biases and still be considered scientific and valid. The philosophical approach directly 

demonstrates the importance placed on a subject and the researchers' values. The researcher's 

values determine the data collection techniques and methods employed for data analysis and 
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influence the interpretation of the results. The researcher's values also decide their ethical 

stance on areas of subjective judgment (Greenfield & Greener, 2012; Saunders et al., 2019).  

Grand theorists call this “values orientation” and “normative structures” that can be treated as 

a system of legitimisation of social research. Shared ideas, values, and norms should be 

preserved. The other view would be that these are systems of domination. Stability and change 

as respective features of the order and conflict models significantly influence the researcher's 

conduct (Burrell & Morgan, 2019). 

5.1.4  Research Paradigms 

 

There are two main dimensions of research with four paradigm positions. The first dimensions 

of objectivism and subjectivism were discussed in section 5.1.1. Therefore to reiterate, the 

objectivist view is that organisations comprise real processes and structures. The subjectivists 

view the organisation as a construct to understand and make sense of the social situation and 

label it accordingly. 

Figure 5.1 - Four Paradigms for the Analysis of Social Theory 

 

Source: Burrell & Morgan, (1979, p. 22) p1 - 425.  “Social Paradigms and Organisational Analysis”. © Gibson 

Burrell and Gareth Morgan 1979 

The second dimension relates to regulatory and radical change, which constructs assumptions 

about the purpose and function of research investigations into the business environment. The 

regulatory perspective seeks to understand the organisations' regulations that monitor and 

control business activities, suggesting improvements within the existing regulatory framework. 

Therefore, judging how these organisational activities might be improved outside of regulation 
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is a utopian view of organisations. This opposing view is the radical change perspective, which 

focuses on how organisations operate and conduct their activities, concerned with what is 

possible rather than generally accepted. Burrell and Morgan stated, “we must conceptualise 

these two broad sociological perspectives in the form of polarised dimensions, while variations 

exist, the perspectives are separate and distinct” (Burrell & Morgan, 2019, p. 19). 

These two dimensions result in four paradigm positions, radical humanist, structuralist, 

interpretive, and functionalist (figure 5.1). The functionalist paradigm is in the regulatory and 

objectivist dimensions. Morgan and Burrell characterise the functionalist as explaining “the 

status quo, social order, consensus, social integration, solidarity, need satisfaction and actuality” 

(p.26). This problem-solving paradigm provides solutions to practical problems and is the 

primary paradigm for most business and management research (Saunders et al., 2009).  

The interpretive paradigm’s analysis of the social world is linked to the implicit rather than the 

explicit sociological view in the regulatory and subjectivist dimensions. It understands the 

fundamental meaning of the organisation from subjective experiences. Morgan and Burrell 

(1979) defined issues related “to the nature of status quo, social order, consensus, social 

integration and cohesion, solidarity, and actuality” (p.31). The significance of the interpretive 

paradigm is to question the organisation's conceptualisation and reality.  

In the radical change and subjective dimension, the radical humanist paradigm is concerned 

with critical and radical thinking, challenging and changing the status quo. Its frame of 

reference emphasises a committed view of overthrowing, releasing and transcending current 

social patterns and structural limitations that inhibit human potential (Bryman & Bell, 2007; 

Burrell & Morgan, 2019).  

The radical structuralist paradigm shares the radical change dimension from the objectivist 

point of view.  The radical structuralists are concerned with fundamental change and research 

from the organisations’ power relationship patterns and conflict perspective. Morgan and 

Burrell stated, “are committed to radical change, emancipation, and potentiality, emphasising 

structural conflict, modes of domination, contradiction, and deprivation” (p.34).  More concerned 

with organisational hierarchy, human relationships, power distance in management and the 

dysfunctionalities this causes in the organisations’ hierarchical relationships (Saunders et al., 

2019). 

5.1.5  Summary of Research Philosophies and Paradigms 
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This section justifies the research philosophy adopted for this study by comparing the four 

research philosophies applied in business and management research. The assumptions support 

the primary applications when considering ontology, epistemology, and axiology (table 5.1).  

Table 5.1 - Comparison of Primary Research Philosophies 

 Research Philosophies 

Fundamental 

Beliefs 

Positivism  

(naïve realism) 

Post positivism 

(realism) 

Interpretivisms 

(constructivism) 

Pragmatism 

Ontology: the 

position on the 

nature of reality 

External, objective, 

and independent of 

social actors 

Objective. Exist 

independently of 

human thoughts 

and beliefs or 

knowledge of their 

existence but are 

interpreted 

through social 

conditioning 

(critical realist) 

Socially 

constructed, 

subjective, may 

change, multiple 

External, multiple 

views are chosen to 

achieve the best 

answer to the 

research question  

Epistemology: the 

view on what is 

acceptable 

knowledge. 

Only observable 

phenomena can 

provide credible 

data facts. Focus on 

causality and law-

like generalisations, 

reducing 

phenomena to 

simplest elements 

Only observable 

phenomena can 

provide credible 

data facts. Focus on 

explaining within a 

context or contexts 

Subjective 

meanings and 

social phenomena. 

Focus on the details 

of a situation, the 

reality behind these 

details, subjective 

meanings, and 

motivating actions 

Either or both 

observable 

phenomena and 

subjective 

meanings can 

provide acceptable 

knowledge 

dependent upon 

the research 

question. Focus on 

practical applied 

research, 

integrating 

different 

perspectives to 

help interpret the 

data 

Axiology: the role 

of values and beliefs 

in research 

Research is 

undertaken in a 

value-free way. The 

researcher is 

independent of the 

Research is value-

laden; the 

researcher is biased 

by world views, 

cultural 

Research is value 

bound, and the 

researcher is part 

of what is being 

researched. It 

Values play a 

prominent role in 

interpreting the 

results, and the 

researcher adopts 
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data and maintains 

an objective stance 

experiences, and 

upbringing 

cannot be 

separated and so 

will be subjective 

both objective and 

subjective points of 

view 

Research 

Methodology  

Quantitative Quantitative or 

qualitative 

Qualitative Quantitative and 

qualitative  

Data Collection 

Techniques 

Highly structured, 

large data samples  

The methods 

chosen must fit the 

subject matter. 

Small sample sizes, 

in-depth 

investigations 

Mixed or multi-

method design 

Source: Saunders et al., 2009, p. 119, “Research Methods for Business Students”. 5th edition. Pearson Education 

Limited. © Mark Saunders, Philip Lewis, and Adrian Thornhill, 2009 

Staw (1991), cited in Highhouse (2009) p.1483, “we would treat organisations as if they were 

living breathing entities with predictable behavioural tendencies”. Accordingly, the ontological 

assumption is based on an objectivist view of the organisation, with this study's epistemological 

assumption of positivism. The organisation is an independent social actor that derives meaning 

and context from the environment in which they operate. That also includes managing the 

organisation’s corporate image, reputation, and brand through corporate communication as a 

separate social actor, complete with motives, intentions, drives and personality (Whetten et al., 

2009).  The organisation's behaviours directly respond to external pressures from the 

competition, stakeholders, regulation, industry, and social norms. But like individuals, 

organisations are now held accountable for their societal behaviours and “are capable of 

intentional, accountable, self-regulated actions”  (Highhouse et al., 2009, p. 1484). 

Therefore when interpreting the four paradigms for this study, it is evident that understanding 

regulations, including the organisations’ position, and providing evidence of the current status 

quo situation by determining the diffusion and adoption rates of <IR>. It would allow for an 

understanding of the organisation’s situation, given the context in which it conducts its 

business activities. Therefore, analysing the information quality provided by organisations 

gives insight into management's voluntary information disclosure decisions. The study 

positions itself in the functionalist (positivism) paradigm. Consequently, delivering practical 

solutions to the organisations’ information disclosure and highlighting incremental 

improvements to the regulatory framework. 

5.2  Research Approach and Choice 

 

The previous section discussed the relationship between theory and research, whether 

deductive or inductive, whether an academic theory is applied to guide the research 

(deductive), or whether the academic theory results from the research outcome (inductive). 
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The deductive approach was adopted to conduct this business-related research study in 

developing the conceptual framework.  

The path to problem-solving (figure 5.2) identifies the two practices based on the type of theory 

applied to the research. Inductive reasoning is associated with divergent thinking, and the 

perceived problem is specific, becoming general through the creative research process through 

extrapolating findings and developing theory. The inductive approach is associated with the 

qualitative research method. In contrast, deductive reasoning has a broad scope that, through 

the identification of theory and evaluation process, becomes specific by narrowing down and 

isolating a problem through testing the hypothesis. The deductive approach is generally 

associated with quantitative research (Greener & Martelli, 2015). 

Figure 5.2 - Divergent then Convergent Process in Problem Solving 

 

Source: Greener & Martelli (2015), “An Introduction to Business Research Methods” 2nd edition © Dr. Sue Greener 
& Dr. Joe Martelli & Bookboon.com 

Deciding on the research approach path allows for adopting the research strategy. Bryan and 

Bell (2007, p.28)) highlight two research strategies, quantitative and qualitative. The most 

fundamental difference between the two strategies is collecting and analysing the data. The 

quantitative method focuses more on statistical analysis,  numerical measurements of data, and 

a deductive approach to testing theory. The qualitative strategy focuses on words, meanings of 

human experiences or groups, understanding and interpretations. It is generally associated 

with the inductive approach to developing generalisation from samples and theory building 

(Quinlan et al., 2018). 

The implied deductive reasoning and convergent thinking approach to testing established 

academic theory were adopted for this study, naturally identifying with the quantitative 
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research strategy (Bryman & Bell, 2007). This fits with the objectivist ontological orientation 

and positivist epistemology positions associated with the quantitative method of selecting and 

utilising large data samples and being highly structured with a focused functionalist research 

paradigm.   

5.3  Research Methodology Design 

 

Many research methodologies are available in social science research (Quinlan et al., 2018, pp. 

147-153). This study is concerned with secondary data sources from which information will be 

extracted. Accordingly, the analysed documents are from the organisation's annual reports, not 

formal interviews. The structure and format are predetermined, and the researcher does not 

influence the content of such information.  

Archival research uses and analyses the archive content's administrative records and 

documents. The archives can be held at the organisational level or collated in depositories such 

as Bloomberg, Thompson Reuter Eikon, and Capital IQ databases. When archival records are 

analysed, you are exploring the reality of the purpose of that document rather than the purpose 

of today’s research by looking at the information. Archival records enable the analysis of the 

past and changes over time (Saunders et al., 2019). Different data collection methods are 

employed, such as content analysis, document analysis, and historical analysis. Ultimately it 

depends on the data availability and content of the archive investigated what methods will be 

adopted (Quinlan et al., 2018).  

Due to the flexibility of the archive research strategy, it was appropriate to adopt this 

methodology for this study concerning the three pillars of research. The first objective is 

investigating and understanding the DOI rates for the <IR>, IFRS and GRI. This analysis requires 

interrogating archival documents or data from these organisational documents to ascertain 

when the organisation adopted one or more global frameworks. Therefore, to meet the first 

research objective, several different multi-source archives were identified and accessed (GRI, 

Capital IQ and Thomson Reuters Eikon) to interrogate and extract the relevant information to 

aid the data collection methods.  

Additionally, as part of the analysis process and to meet objective two, extracting data from 

archives collated from source documents was relevant. This includes accessing GRI, IIRC, IASB, 

World Bank, OECD, UN, Sustainable Society Index (SSI), Yale Environmental Performance Index 

(EPI) and Hofstede’s cultural dimension to retrieve and download relevant documents and data 

for this study. Furthermore, an analysis that generated ratings, measurements and ratios 
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conducted on organisational and financial information by Bloomberg, Capital IQ and Thompson 

Reuters was accessed to extract relevant data for this study. Combining attributes from several 

multi-source archives was also necessary to identify and pinpoint the data to analyse to meet 

the research question and objective.  

The third and fourth research objectives concern the information contained inside these 

archival documents and reports. Therefore, this study needed to interrogate the IIRC archive to 

collate an overview of companies reporting under the IRF. Additionally, to meet the objective 

of pillar two, it was necessary to visit each organisation's document archive to extract the 

required annual reports and <IR> documents.   Also, it was essential to access the Bloomberg 

Financial analytics database archive to extract the financial information. 

5.4  Research Timeframe, Data Collection, and Sample  

 
 

There are principally two options when considering the time horizon of a study.  A cross-

sectional study is concerned with just a single point in time reference. In comparison, 

longitudinal studies are concerned with multiple time point references (Quinlan et al., 2018; 

Saunders et al., 2019).  

 

Accordingly, this study has adopted a cross-sectional analysis in calculating the adoption and 

diffusion rates for objective one of the study based on Rogers (2004). Additionally, the cross-

sectional regression analysis answers one question from objective two concerning the 

determinants of <IR> adoption at the specific time of adoption. The rate of adoption is 

measured using a cumulative occurrence that follows a standard distribution bell curve over 

time, which gives the S-shape curve. Therefore, longitudinal data is not appropriate for 

calculating the individual adoption rate for <IR>, GRI, and IFRS frameworks (Ball, 2016; 

Dayyala et al., 2020; Ramanna & Sletten, 2009, 2014; Rogers, 1995, 2004). 

 

The research timeframe for objectives one and two was driven by the reporting frameworks' 

release date and to ensure comparability in the data. Therefore, the date of incorporation for 

the reporting framework was a key driver in extracting the relevant data. Consequently, the 

first draft of the <IR> was issued in 2010, and the GRI was published in 1999, and the IFRS from 

1973. The data availability was also a critical driver, as the requirement to compare diffusion 

patterns from the release date of each reporting framework. Therefore, to meet the study 

objectives and answer the research questions, provided the parameters in which the research 
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timeframe was selected. Consequently, the investigation period from 2000-2019 was chosen to 

meet these requirements. The data for IFRS adoptions before 2000 (533 organisations) was 

deemed immaterial to the research study and consolidated into 2000.  

 

Longitudinal (Panel) data has several advantages over traditional cross-sectional or time-series 

data. It enables researchers to monitor the same variable of interest over a longer time frame 

by ascertaining changes or observing patterns that would not become apparent using standard 

methods (Hsiao, 2003).  Pettigrew (1990, cited in Bryman and Bell (2007) p.60) “emphasised 

the importance of longitudinal studies to understand organisations as a way of providing data on 

the mechanisms and processes through which changes are created”.  

 

The analysis for objectives two and three focuses on answering the remaining questions by 

adopting a longitudinal (panel data) research design. Consequently, the publication of the <IR> 

determined the timeframe for providing the assessments to answer the remaining research 

objectives and questions. Therefore, the timeframe selected was from 2010 – 2018 to meet the 

remaining research requirement and align with the publication of the <IR> framework and the 

availability of pilot study information. 

 

The following sections will detail the data collection methods applied and the samples selected 

in order to advance the study. As previously stated, this study utilises archival research with a 

specific focus on secondary data collection techniques.  The information that forms the basis of 

this study was collated from several sources to ensure a global holistic picture. However, there 

was significant reliance on three primary worldwide market and financial intelligence 

platforms of Bloomberg, Thomson Reuters - Refinitiv Eikon, and S&P Capital IQ to extract many 

of the samples analysed below.  

5.4.1  Objective One  

 

5.4.1.1   Sample - Model 1.1 - Country Analysis 

 

The main requirement for objective one was to understand the adoption rates for IFRS, GRI and 

<IR>. The number of global countries was determined by accessing the World Bank Database 

to extract the list of 217 countries (Accessed from: https://data.worldbank.org/country). These 

are recognised territories, yet certain countries may share governments which total 196 global 

governments and implement IFRS at different times (World Bank, 2020). Consequently,  217 

https://data.worldbank.org/country
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countries were assessed for this study to determine when and the implemented accounting 

frameworks. 

Therefore, the IASB jurisdiction database was accessed to ascertain each country's transition 

date to IFRS. The IFRS profiles on 164 of 217 countries were extracted from the database (Table 

5.2). The remaining 53 countries were retrieved from other sources, such as World Bank, 

Deloitte's IASplus and Lloyds Bank.   

Table 5.2 -  Countries Sample Total 

 

The detailed list of countries, the date of IFRS adoption, whether implemented into local GAAP, 

stock exchange code including standard-setting agency, is available upon request from the 

author. This information was required to determine the adoption status for each territory, and 

therefore, it forms the basis for further analysis of the individual company, country, and region. 

5.4.1.2   Sample - Model 1.2 - IFRS Adoption  

 

For the study to proceed and ensure the appropriate data were available, it was necessary to 

build the data models by combining the information held in the Capital IQ with Refinitiv Eikon 

platforms. Therefore, the active companies trading ordinary shares on a country’s recognised 

primary exchange on 6th November 2020 were extracted. The data extract included the ISIN 

code,  CUSIP, trading symbol industry, country of incorporation, city, stock exchange prefix, and 

country of the primary stock exchange.  

Table 5.3 - Reconciliation of Listed Company Data Sample 

Capital IQ Database      56,022 

Eikon matched extract*        52,270 

Companies with missing data       (5,715) 

Final Sample         46,555 

* Excludes duplicates, multiple stock classes and ISIN issues. 

 

M

Not 

permitted V

Grand 

Total

Countries 169 16 32 217

% 78% 7% 15%



Page | 130  

 

Table 5.4 - IFRS Company Sample (by Country) 

  

Due to data availability, the accounting standards were extracted from the Eikon database using 

the company’s ISIN code reference and included all years from 2000 to 2019.  This enabled the 

tracing historically of a company’s accounting standard policy history. A reconciliation of the 

data extracts is provided in Table 5.3. The total number of companies is fixed for each analysis 

year; however, the allocation between accounting standards changes.  

There are 133 countries included in the extract, with 931,100 firm-year observations from 

46,555 organisations (Table 5.4). A detailed analysis of the accounting standard followed for 

each country from 2000 to 2019 is available upon request from the author.  The sample from 

eleven countries (USA, China, Australia, India, UK, Taiwan, Malaysia, Hong Kong, Japan, South 

Korea, and Canada) total 69.3% of the companies analysed.  

5.4.1.3   Sample - Models 1.3 & 1.4 - GRI and <IR> DATA 
 

The Global Reporting Initiative Standards Organisation extracted from the samples database 

information on 56,633 firm-year observations from 1999 to 2018. A reconciliation of the data 

download is in table 5.5 for models 1.3 and 1.4. The extract consists of all self-declared reports, 
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including compliance with GRI, country, sector, size, region, organisation type, listed, 

publication year, integrated document, level and scope of assurance, and other sustainability 

measurement models. Table 5.6 - 5.8 lists the GRI sample by country, region, and sector. 

Table 5.5 - Reconciliation of the GRI Data Extract Sample 

Model 1.3 - GRI   Model 1.4 - <IR> 

Number of Firm-year Observations    56,633    5,044 

Number of Unique GRI Companies     13,024       - 

Exclude Non-GRI       (3,602)        - 

Final Sample Total      9,422*    2,234* 

*First appearance on the database is assumed to be the year of adoption. 

Table 5.6 - Model 1.3 - GRI Sample (by Country) 

 

Interestingly, 37.3% of the sample analysed came from only seven countries (Brazil, Germany, 

China, Japan, Spain, Taiwan, and the USA). The sample for the GRI is more diverse than that of 
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the IFRS-listed company analysis, as a small number of substantial economies dominate the 

global markets.  

The GRI sample selected is dispersed evenly between the Americas, Asia Pacific, and Europe. 

With only 5.8 coming from Africa and the Middle East.   

Table 5.7 - Model 1.3 - GRI Sample (by Region) 

 

The financial services sector dominates with 11.4%, food and beverages with 6.1%, and energy 

and energy utilities total 9.8%. The remaining sectors are below 4%. 

Table 5.8 - Model 1.3 - GRI Sample (by Sector) 

 

Table 5.9 - Model 1.4 - <IR> Sample (by Country) 
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The data provided by the GRI organisation was significantly more extensive than what could be 

retrieved from the IIRC examples database. Therefore, the information needed to meet the 

requirement of model 1.4 was extracted. Table 5.9 - 5.11 lists the <IR> sample by country, 

region, and sector. 

Table 5.10 - Model 1.4 - <IR> Sample (by Region) 

 

The majority of the <IR> sample selection, 41.4% came from the European region, with 23.9% 

from the Asia Pacific region, 18.1% from the Americas and 16.7% from Africa and the Middle 

East region. 



Page | 134  

 

Table 5.11 - Model 1.4 - <IR> Sample (by Sector) 

 

5.4.2  Objective Two 

 

The main requirement for stage one is understanding the determinants of Integrated reporting 

adoption. Therefore, tables 5.12 - 5.18 summarise the sample selection used in regression 

models 2.1 - 2.4 in section 5.6.3.1.2.  The sample selection has been constructed to ensure there 

are effective alternative possible results available in further utilising the data provided by the 

GRI organisation. It has subsequently been used to provide the foundations to meet objective 

two. 

Table 5.12 - Objective 2 -  Sample Selection (by Reporting Framework)  
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Table 5.13 - Objective 2 - Sample Selection (by 

Company Size) 

Table 5.14 - Objective 2 - Sample Selection (by 

Listing Status) 

  

Table 5.15 - Objective 2 - Sample Selection (by Country) 

 

 

The sample of 84.5% does not produce a <IR>, with only 15.5% self-declaring <IR> published, 

and 26.7% of the sample have not implemented GRI standards within their internal processes 

or procedures. 59.5% of the companies in the selection were listed on a global stock exchange. 

The lowest number of companies come from Africa and the Middle East, only 7.4%. 



Page | 136  

 

Table 5.16 - Objective 2 - Sample selection (by Geographical Region) 

 

The sample selection contained most private companies (80%); however, the state-owned 

enterprise was the next significant contribution to the sample at 14%. 

Table 5.17 - Objective 2 - Sample selection (by Organisation Type)  

 

Objective two's second stage was to analyse country-level panel data of the 93 countries with 

an <IR> adoption between 2010 and 2018.  Therefore, the total adoptions for each year for 

<IR>, GRI, and IFRS have been collated to ascertain whether country-level influences are 

directly attributable to the adoption rates.   

Table 5.18 shows the like-for-like comparations for 2010 to 2018, excluding pre-2010 data for 

IFRS and GRI. Therefore, the accumulative adoption by the country for each framework, 

including the percentage for regression models 2.5 - 2.7  
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Table 5.18 - Objective 2 - Sample Selection - Country Panel Data 

 

5.4.3  Objective Three  

 

Therefore, to ensure that the Integrated Reports that were going to be analysed through a 

content analysis procedure were of the highest quality disclosure level and met the IIRC 

reporting standards, the IIRC website was accessed. All companies appearing on the IIRC 
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sample database on 21 October  2018, 04 August 2019 and again on 04 September 2020 were 

downloaded. A reconciliation is provided in Table 5.19 of the IIRC sample companies. Each 

company’s website was accessed between 21 October 2018 and 04 April 2021 to extract any 

year-end <IR>, CSR, or AFS available between 2010 and 2019. Tables 5.20 - 5.24 summarise the 

sample selection for objective three by listing status, report type, sector, country, and Year. 

Table 5.19 - Reconciliation of IIRC Samples Database 

No of Companies downloaded from IIRC Samples Database   550 

Excluded companies: 

No Information      10 

Ceased Trading      4 

Delisted       2  

Merged/Takeover     12 

Duplicated           11 

            ( 39) 

Available for Analysis          511 

Private Companies     21%  105 

Listed Companies     79%  406 

Table 5.20 - Objective 3 – Number of Companies and Total 

Reports -  Sample (by Listing Status) 

Table 5.21 - Objective 3 –Sample by  Report Type 

and Total 
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Table 5.22 - Objective 3 - <IR> Sample Selection (by Sector) 

 

 

The sample is weighted towards listed companies with 82% of the total documents, slightly 

more than companies at 79%. Due to the extensive range of annual report types, it was 

necessary to consolidate them into three principal document types. Therefore, the sample 

includes 67.5% <IR> with CSR and AR consolidated report types. The three largest sectors 

(basic materials, financial services, and industrials) result in 47% of the total sample.  The 

sample has an even distribution across the years, with a slight lean towards annual reports in 

the first year under review, 2010. 

Table 5.23 - Objective 3 – Report type and Quantity -  Sample Selection (by Year)  
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Table 5.24 - Objective 3 – Annual Reports Sample Selection (by Country) 

 

5.4.4  Objective Four 

 

The sample selection for objective four focuses on listed companies. All non-listed companies, 

including NGOs and those in the public sector, are excluded from the previously reported 

sample. The key financial metrics for these companies were obtained from the Bloomberg 

market intelligence platform. Therefore, this permitted further detailed interrogation of critical 

company metrics and whether <IR> adoption improves company performance or market 

valuation (Tables 5.25 - 5.27).  

Table 5.25 - Objective 4 – Listed Company Report Sample Selection (by Year and Report Type) 

 



Page | 141  

 

The total document sample for the listed companies is evenly distributed from 2010 to 2019. 

However, the <IR> has significantly more reports in the later years under review, with the 

reverse for the annual accounts having more reports in the early years.  

Table 5.26 - Objective 4 – Annual Report Sample Selection (by Sector) 

 

There are fifteen sectors represented in the sample, with the most significant four sectors (basic 

materials, consumer discretionary, financial services, and industries) accounting for 61% of the 

total document sample. Japan, South Africa, and the United Kingdom are the most prominent 

countries represented in the model, with 2,327 documents or 61%.  

Table 5.27 - Objective 4 – Listed Company Annual Report Sample Selection (by Country) 
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5.5 Research Methods and Variable Measurement Techniques 

 

Following the research timeframe section, this section is concerned with the methods utilised 

and the different variable measurement techniques employed to aid in the construction, data 

integration, and analysis. This content analysis will analyse the three data collection methods 

linked to the research objectives and questions employed to extract information from the 

documents and archives (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Quinlan et al., 2018). Therefore, it would be 

appropriate for this study to explain the DICTION software used in the content analysis and 

how the quality measure has been calculated to facilitate the computer-aided calculations. It 

will then discuss the empirical models and variables used in the statistical modelling.  

5.5.1  Document Analysis  

  

Documentary analysis is the systematic analysis of secondary data sources and information in 

the form of documents, records or data drawn from documents produced by the organisation. 

Although these documents were created for administrative purposes, the information 

contained in these documents can be utilised to identify new insights, patterns, and 

observations (Quinlan et al., 2018).  This study's record and data analysis are integral to 

identifying different focus areas and extracting relevant information. Once the reports, 

documents, or data were isolated and verified as meeting the study criteria, a content analysis 

method or statistical model was employed to interrogate this information further.  

5.5.2  Content Analysis  

 

Narrative disclosures in annual reports have increased in size, breadth, and scope to meet the 

market's increased information needs, including enhanced quality, transparency, and 

accountability. Market regulators, standard setters, and governments see narrative disclosures 

as improving corporate reporting (Beattie et al., 2004). Narrative information enables 

organisations to provide a descriptive text disclosure in many essential and critical areas 

concerning their business, including strategy, value-adding activities, current company, 

industry and market performance, and future direction. Finally, it allows the organisation to 

give context and explain recent performance, including their justification for the results (Hájek, 

2018; Lewis & Young, 2019).  

Berelson’s original definition cited in Krippendorff K, (2004) p.25, “a research technique for the 

objective, systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content of communication”. 
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However, Krippendorff departs from this definition, ensuring that content analysis should be 

reliable, replicable, and valid.  Consequently, Krippendorff provides a valuable framework to 

conceptualise the art of content analysis when conducting research (figure 5.4). 

“As content analysis researchers, we must do our best to explicate what we are doing and 

describe  how we derive our judgements so that others - especially our critics - can replicate 

our results and build on them” Krippendorff K, (2004 p. 6) 

Figure 5.3 - A framework for Content Analysis 

 

Source: Krippendorff K, (2004) p.39, “Content analysis: an introduction to its methodology”. 4th Edition. © 2019 by 

SAGE Publications Inc 

Krippendorff (2004) p.5 states, “Content analysis is an empirically grounded method, exploratory 

process, and predictive or inferential in intent”. Proceeding to provide three kinds of definitions  

for this research method 

1. Definitions that take content to be contained in the  text 

2. Definitions that take content to be a property of the source of a text 

3. Definitions that take content merge in the process of a researcher analysing a text relative 

to  a particular context  

Content analysis is a qualitative research method conducted across any data type or medium 

requiring interrogation or analysis to systematically quantify the results (Bryman & Bell, 2007).  

Therefore, it is employed extensively in business and management research to measure 

narrative disclosures' quantity, quality, and textual attributes, including their tone, sentiment, 

and meaning in corporate communications. This includes the annual organisational reports, 

such as financial statements, CSR reports, press releases, CEO statements, and market updates 
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(Beattie, 2014; Berger, 2011; El-Haj et al., 2019; Hooks & van Staden, 2011; Hopkins & King, 

2010; Laskin, 2018; Sydserff & Weetman, 2002).  

Krippendorff also lists six fundamental components of content analysis that proceed from the 

initial form to results, including unitising, sampling, recording/coding, reducing, inferring, and 

narrating. These attributes also serve as instructions to replicate the process and results of the 

analysis. (Krippendorff, 2013). Depending on the research objective and questions, information 

is extracted and converted to a quantitative measure to perform a statistical analysis (Loughran 

& McDonald, 2011).  

The literature on content analysis is diverse across many fields and disciplines, focusing on the 

application to  <IR>. Numerous studies investigated concepts of quality of the narrative 

section(s) of the <IR> as an empirical analysis utilised a disclosure checklist, scorecard or index 

(Dissanayake et al., 2016; Elzahar et al., 2015; Lock & Seele, 2016; Marimon et al., 2012; Pistoni 

et al., 2018; Rebai et al., 2016; Reuter & Messner, 2015; Stacchezzini et al., 2016). Other studies 

investigated the quantity of the disclosures as a proxy measure of the quality through word, 

sentence or page counts (Clayton et al., 2015; Fasan & Mio, 2017; Hooks & van Staden, 2011; 

Hussainey & Mouselli, 2010).  

Specific studies researched particular themes contained in the text (Adams et al., 2016; Haji & 

Anifowose, 2017; Zappettini & Unerman, 2016) or sections such as forward-looking 

information (Garanina & Dumay, 2017; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 

2011); the causal effect of materiality on  (Heitzman et al., 2010); or integrated thinking 

concepts (Martinez & Wachira, 2016) and management practices (Fuente et al., 2017; Hąbek & 

Wolniak, 2016b). 

Certain content analysis studies linked  <IR> reporting quality to corporate governance with 

the use of subjective external measures and ratings, including the country's legal or cultural 

system (Alfiero et al., 2018; Chan et al., 2014; Frías-Aceituno et al., 2013; García-Sánchez et al., 

2013; Hooks & van Staden, 2011). Certain studies used a calculation-based index to measure 

conciseness, complexity and readability, utilising a Fog or Flesch index scoring system 

(Bavagnoli et al., 2014; Guay et al., 2016; Li, 2008; Melloni et al., 2016). Consequently, several 

studies investigated the link between measured quality and firm performance or valuation 

(Baboukardos & Rimmel, 2016; Eccles et al., 2014; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; Li et al., 2018; Needles 

et al., 2016). Studies validate adherence to a specific global framework as a proxy for quality 

(Dumitru & Guşe, 2017; Font et al., 2012; Fuente et al., 2017; Marimon et al., 2012; Plumlee et 

al., 2015).   



Figure 5.4 - Content Analysis Approaches 

  

 

Source: Adapted from -  Beattie et al., (2004) p. 209, “A methodology for analysing and evaluating narratives in annual reports: a comprehensive descriptive profile and metrics 
for disclosure quality attributes”. Accounting Forum, 28:3, 205-236. © 2004 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserve 

  

   

 

 Utilised in this study 
 



The summary of studies gives the context and broad spectrum of topics that have utilised 

content analysis. The literature also features several computer-aided and manual techniques 

that have emerged when conducting a content analysis of narrative disclosure, and figure 5.5 

shows how these methods link together. Although highly correlated topics, discussing these 

techniques separately when discussing the research measurement would be prudent. 

5.5.3  Manual Content Analysis  

 
Manual content analysis involves the development of a structural index and scoring system to 

aid the review of the document. The index structure will depend on the research question but 

will entail several elements to be assessed from the relevant record(s). The assessments 

typically involve several researchers co-coding the documents based on a predetermined 

system of reliability, validations and reviews (Beattie, 2014; Krippendorff, 2013). The scoring 

methods can vary from the simplistic binary approach; if the item is present, it scores one; 

otherwise, it scores a zero (Heitzman et al., 2010; Holt et al., 2015). An ordinal rating system 

based on the level of disclosure, including detail, scope, whether linked to financial KPI that 

enhance the value of what is reported, these include 0-3 ratings (Frías-Aceituno et al., 2013) or 

a  5-point scale (Hooks & van Staden, 2011). These scales rank or order the disclosures 

variables from low to high, providing interpretation from the quartile groupings or frequency 

distributions.  Interestingly, many of these studies also utilised third-party indirect scores such 

as SolAbility and included a page, sentence or word count mechanism (Ruiz-Lozano & Tirado-

Valencia, 2016). 

Another manual scoring method is basing the index on a weighting for the different elements 

of the index. The higher the weighting, the more critical the measure is to the overall assessment 

criteria. Font et al.'s study investigated 39 indicators represented 13 criteria on six different 

themes (weighted by importance in conjunction with trade association); the authors then 

scored each disclosure based on a standardised 5-point scale (Font et al., 2012). Consequently, 

enabling the researcher to score or rate the disclosures against a detailed list of disclosure 

requirements from a predetermined framework or standard (Lock & Seele, 2016; Plumlee et 

al., 2015; Prado-Lorenzo et al., 2009).  

 Indeed, several studies evaluate the adherence to and utilise a disclosure framework from a 

standard-setting organisation like GRI, SASB, IIRC, or IASB. These studies increasingly 

investigate the presence, coverage, and extent of specific themes in the text and ascertain any 

financial commentary to add depth to the disclosure. Consequently, it was appropriate for this 

study to adopt several manual content analysis methods, including the page count, word count, 
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binary and ordinal measures, and compliance with the external <IR> reporting framework 

(Table 5.28).  

Table 5.28 - Outline of Manual Content Analysis Items 

Objective 

Ref 

Index Item Scale Measure 

1 IFRS Status Nominal 0 - Not adopted 

1 - Not Permitted 

2 - Voluntary 

3 - Mandatory 

1 IFRS Local  Nominal 0 - No 

1 - Yes 

3 IR Report Nominal 0 - No 

1 - Yes 

3 Report Type Nominal 0 - No Report 

1 -  Annual Report 

2 - CSR  

3 - IR 

3 Sustainability Measurement applied Nominal 0 - Not Implemented 

1 - GRI 

2 - CDP 

3 - TCFD 

3 Page Count Ratio Quantity - Total 

Number of Pages in 

Report 

3 Word Count Ratio Number of Words in 

Report 

3 IRF 12-point Disclosure criteria Ordinal 0 - Not Present 

1 - Present 

3 IR Assurance Nominal 0 - No Assurance of IR 

or CSR 

1 - Limited/specific 

review 

2 - Reasonable - high 

assurance level 

 

Consequently, 4,685 individual reports were analysed for each manual content analysis item 

detailed in Table 5.28 to meet objectives three and four independent variable requirements and 

regression models.  
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5.5.4  Subjective-Indirect Content Analysis  

 

Many studies use external indices, ratings or scores collated by large analyst banks or financial 

brokerage firms to measure the disclosure quality. There are obvious benefits to using these 

quantitative ratings due to the experience, range and knowledge used to conduct the 

calculations (Beattie, 2014). Many use the latest machine learning algorithms to provide an 

overall measure of corporate disclosure. The underlying rating analysis considers the financial 

and the narrative, risks, industry news and performance,  and other related topics.  Some 

studies use a combination of different measures to triangulate cause-and-effect results. 

For example, Bloomberg provides ESG ratings on over 17,000 companies and analyses the total 

ESG disclosure score into different components, including industry and country performance 

metrics.  This extensive analysis is hard to replicate due to the significant investments made. 

But the calculations have been constructed for a particular purpose, with a specific customer 

type in mind (Lai et al., 2018; Li et al., 2018; Stacchezzini et al., 2016; Wuttichindanon, 2017). 

However, such measures with other content analysis attributes can push research knowledge 

forward and provide an ‘easy win’ situation where the harnessing of external computational 

power and expertise can quickly produce mutually beneficial research results. 

5.5.5  Computer-Aided Content Analysis 

 

Computer-aid content analysis has increased alongside the size and complexity of computer 

systems and software processing power. An extensive range of software types is available to 

conduct automated content analysis, from the most basic that rely on word count dictionaries 

to highly complex algorithms and machine learning techniques. These advances have allowed 

researchers to increase the sample volumes and complexity in studies significantly by using the 

processing power of these advanced machines.  

Another example of an improvement over traditional coding measures is the removal of 

‘interpretation’ and added consistency. Computers that are deterministic and free from 

emotions or influence can consistently process large amounts of data, structured and 

sequential. Another fundamental reason for using computer software is the replicability, 

validity and reduction of coding errors, thereby bypassing the necessary research task of 

reading each passage of text (Krippendorff, 2013). 
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Apart from the main positives of using computers, there are several negatives. Computers do 

not understand, look beyond the surface meanings, and infer underlying semiotics from a 

passage of text. Even the most complex software Natural Language Processing (NLP), uses 

mathematical algorithms to infer meaning from text passages. Even the most complex self-

learning machines use classification system constructs based on probability, likelihood ratios, 

Naïve Bayes classifications, tokenisation, lexicon normalisation, vector distance, or other 

algorithm-based classification software. Still, they cannot allude meaning to symbols or 

semantics connotations (Loughran & Mcdonald, 2011; Zhao, 2017).  

Machine Learning 

Machine learning techniques are at the core of statistical methods to understand data through 

insights or automation. It comes into its own by processing large quantities of structured and 

unstructured data. Structured data has been cleansed of errors and processed into a 

standardised format. The unstructured text includes voice calls, market updates, press releases, 

uncleaned or processed information, and most available information. These programs can sort, 

structure, and categorise text via statistical features and syntactical parsing. A more advanced 

method of statistical features is word embedding using word dimensions and vectors. Built on 

the fundamentals and shares common characteristics with text and linguistic analysis, utilising 

a statistical scoring methodology. The uses in content analysis studies continue to grow, 

although still at an early stage in its evolution, due in part to the complexities of coding and 

understanding written and spoken language (El-haj et al., 2017; S&P Capital IQ, 2020)  

(Corpus) Linguistic Analysis 

Linguistics has been instrumental in shaping the development of text analysis and machine 

learning. The linguistic analysis involves language structure, word form, function, 

relationship(s), and grammar (rules).  Heine et al. state, “…to emphasise what is common in 

human language across generic and geographical boundaries and how the commonalities are best 

to be accounted for in linguistic analysis” (Thieberger, 2012, p. 2). The rules that guide everyday 

language use have now been utilised in language recognition retrieval software. The software 

has been developed based on grammatical structure and rules.  This enabled the parallel 

development of corpus linguistic language analysis. The corpus provides a programable 

structure, such as lexicons are words with assigned grammar categories, the sentences' 

patterns, and the syntax's constraints. Each of these is assigned to a category with links and 

associations (Simmons et al., 2011).   
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Corpus linguistics encompasses several techniques used for analysis applied according to the 

researcher's need rather than as a set dictating protocol, including KWIC, collocations, word 

distributions, corpus comparisons and wordnet. What sets corpus linguistics apart is 

quantitative and qualitative measures to explain and interpret textual data by identifying 

meanings to descriptive indices (Pollach, 2012). The application in traditional business and 

management studies is quite limited, opening the possibility of research opportunities in the 

content analysis of (corpus) linguistic analysis. 

Text Analysis and Readability 

Text Analysis covers a broad spectrum of different textual meanings, counts, sentiments,  and 

tones deduced from abductive inferences from positive or negative words. Text analysis 

includes text categorisation (bag-of-words), frequency analysis, syntactic (readability), 

concordance analysis (keyword-in-context - KWIC), and thematic studies are some of the most 

popular methods deployed in content analysis.  

Concordance analysis utilises frequency analysis and corpus linguistic categorisation 

techniques and has been a central tool for developing computerised text analysis (O’Donnell, 

2008). This sorting and selecting lines of text around the ‘keyword’ is based on statistical 

modelling and data position identification, with patterns merging from the data and the relative 

influence. Consequently, applying frequency analysis distribution of the phrases in corpus 

dictionaries enables the identification and interpretation of the narrative passages. The higher 

the frequency a word appears, the more critical it is in the text and the higher the concordance 

rate. The line of text in which these words appear assists in identifying relational themes in 

narrative disclosures.  The original keyword-in-context analysis was used as an indexing 

methodology to extract titles for libraries. However, the evolution from concordance analysis 

now considers each occurrence of a specific word in a document and then ascertains its 

meaning and usage in that particular context (Chowdhury, 2020).  

The primary use of thematic analysis was analysing and classifying qualitative data from the 

transcripts of interview participants. It is now widely used in business and management studies 

where a mixed-method qualitative approach is conducted. Thematic analysis has similar 

foundations to KWIC; using a ‘keyword’ allows identifying specific concepts, patterns and 

themes to emerge from a given text, section or narrative disclosure (Simunaniemi & Muhos, 

2017; Zappettini & Unerman, 2016).  
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Research exploiting one of the categorisation techniques (bag-of-words), such as tone or 

sentiment, would usually tag individual words cross-referenced to an external wordlist or 

dictionary. Such as Loughran and McDonald’s, Harvard IV-4 or The General Enquirer, and then 

apply a simplistic count technique (Loughran & Mcdonald, 2011). Loughran and McDonald 

developed their categories and dictionaries to elevate some weaknesses in Harvard IV-4 and 

The General Enquirer's dictionaries. Subsequently, identifying business-specific positive and 

negative words with their developed business-related text wordlist categorisation. They 

measured the tone of business-related documents more accurately than other generalised 

categorisation dictionaries. Consequently, it is the most widely used business and management 

research dictionary with subsequent revisions to include sentiment categories (Loughran & 

McDonald, 2015).  

Different studies use vast corpora to narrow down the terms used in their research systems, 

even generating wordlist and dictionaries to make them more specific to their studies.  Studies 

using categorisation techniques to measure tone and sentiment have increased significantly as 

more user-friendly software becomes available. Making these studies easy to manage and 

quicker to complete with large standardised samples (Bhadane et al., 2015; Bligh et al., 2003; 

Fisher et al., 2020; Henry, 2008; Henry & Leone, 2014) 

Consequently, this categorisation method has several weaknesses, and it is heavily reliant on 

the construction and inclusion of words in the dictionary or wordlist used. Many studies have 

highlighted the inherent weakness of using a generalised list of words, where the underlying 

meanings may change with time, discipline, or context (Krippendorff, 2004). Some question 

whether you can infer or interpret sentiment and tone based on the sum of words used (Hájek, 

2018). This general use of wordlist dictionaries can significantly affect the results of the studies 

(Beattie et al., 2004; Loughran & Mcdonald, 2011).  

Several weaknesses are associated with dictionaries or wordlists included as a general 

functionality in text analysis software, as the software covers many competing concepts. These 

include dictionaries created for one research field but then applied to alternative disciplines 

causing errors. Software-based dictionaries require regular updates to ensure the latest and 

most relevant dictionaries are available. The time-consuming nature of creating specific 

research-related dictionaries can take many months or even years to complete effectively. The 

developing of a satisfactory dictionary to meet the researchers’ objectives that includes all 

variations of words, spellings, and keywords associated with a specific concept or ontology, “ 
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….is a formidable, iterative, and time-consuming process and concept” and beyond the scope and 

budget of many studies' boundaries (Deng et al., 2018, p. 120). 

However, despite these weaknesses, it is still a popular method in business and management 

research due to the relative ease of application to studies. It is relatively simple to implement, 

and recent software releases have already included many dictionaries for ease of research 

application, such as DICTION (Fisher et al., 2020; Hart, 2007). 

Readability 

The literature considers various definitions and determinants of readability. The most robust 

and common elements include sentence length, sentence structure, and vocabulary difficulty. 

This allows the syntactical complexity of a sentence to be measured using these elements 

alongside the number of complex words and the use of long words, enabling a calculated 

measure to be subjected to statistical analysis (Richards et al., 2011). The frequency (count) 

and readability (complexity) analysis have several commonalities: they both count the number 

of characters or the syntactic complexity of the words used in a specific body of text. Frequency 

analysis studies the distribution of the counts, whilst the readability is then applied to a formula 

such as the Gunning fog or Flesch indexes (Li, 2008).  The results are then compared to an 

external measure of reading difficulty. Although widely implemented in research, it ignores 

some convolutions of business-related text structures, including complex or niche terms. 

Indeed the type and knowledge of the intended recipient of this information are ignored in the 

readability measure. The measure is structured based on the population and not partitioned 

based on education or experience level (Beattie et al., 2004).  

The literature has raised significant weaknesses in calculating and using the readability 

formulas, including the Flesch and the Fog index. These weaknesses include a general estimate 

of difficulty, levels of abstraction, rhetorical and verbal factors, word frequency, and concept 

density are overly simplistic (Fisher et al., 2020; Laskin, 2018).  Even though the Flesch index 

was developed to assess children's reading level progression, many academics still question its 

suitability for complex business reports (Laskin, 2018).  

However, the Flesch reading ease formula and fog index have been instrumental in research 

due to their ease of implementation, comparability with other studies and external validity.  

Notwithstanding these weaknesses, DICTION software measures the complexity based on the 

average number of characters per word in a given input file. It is based on and borrows from 
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Rudolph Flesch's ideas that convoluted phrasings make the text seem abstract and unclear 

(Horwitz, 1969; Hart, 2014).   

Merkl-Davies & Brennan (2006) identified eighteen research papers on reading ease and 

documented how these studies have used eleven different readability measures to gauge the 

syntactical features of the various articles, including Cloze, Dale-Chall, Flesch, Fog, Fry, Kwolek, 

Kincaid, Lix, Transitivity Index, and DICTION. Merkl-Davies and Brennan (2007, p.136) stated, 

“ Transitivity Index and the DICTION are useful alternatives to readability formulas”.   

Supporting early research from Sydserff & Weetman (2002) that applied three alternative 

readability measures to ascertain the linguistic features of accounting narrative statements. 

They evidenced that “the transitivity index and DICTION scoring show that they satisfy tests of 

suitability for application to accounting narratives and are particularly apposite for investigating 

impression management.” (2002, p.524). The authors found that DICTION validity can be 

compared to the readability formulas commonly used in the literature, categorising DICTION  

as a form-orientated content analysis. 

Prior research by Richard et al. (2011) adopted a multi-strategy approach to testing impression 

management of thematic manipulation (DICTION master variables) and reading ease 

manipulation (five readability formulas) applied across various narrative disclosure types. 

They found little evidence to support readability manipulation from poor-performing 

companies. However, the themes reported in these poor-performing companies seemed to 

mirror better-performing companies. The study subsequently supported the obfuscation 

hypothesis that a positive tone is easier to read than a negative tone. Furthermore, this study 

found that the readability of CSR disclosure made within an annual report differed significantly 

from the stand-alone CSR report (Fisher et al., 2020; Richards et al., 2011).  

Fisher et al. (2020) investigated the different aspects of tone on readability and ascertained the 

linguistic determinants and their use in impression management. The research implemented 

DICTION’s master variables of activity, certainty, realism, optimism, and commonality 

measures. The authors found the stylistic tone patterns varied across report types and genres, 

and the tone was a significant determinant of readability. The tone was not used to obfuscate 

the reader, but the disclosure type was a tone determinant (Fisher et al., 2020). 

More current research following the same basis as Fisher et al. assesses the linguistic tone and 

readability of financial statement ambiguity and financial press releases on the cost of debt and 

capital employing all 31 DICTION dictionaries across five master variables and the measure of 
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commonality.  The results indicate the high tone complexity and low readability increase the 

perceived risk profile, which has been shown to raise the cost of debt (Bendriouch et al., 2022). 

Consequently, the most suitable computer-aided content analysis method for this study is the 

DICTION software's text analysis (bag-of-words) and the readability scores following previous 

research by Richards et al. (2020) and Bendriouch et al. (2022). This would enable text to be 

categorised based on a predetermined dictionary and include the business-related dictionaries 

developed by Loughran and McDonald to measure sentiment polarity (Hájek, 2018; Klein et al., 

2018).  

5.5.5.1  DICTION - Software 

 

Professor Hart and Professor Carroll developed the DICTION software to assist in 

understanding language and communication. DICTION 7.1.5 software is a scientific approach to 

determining a verbal tone from a narrative statement. Awareness of how we communicate in 

different cultural settings and through various mediums enables advances in knowledge and 

experience of the business world (Hart, 2014).  

The application of DICTION to research in business, management communication, and 

linguistics is profound. Table 5.29 provides a selection of studies utilising DICTION in Business 

and Management research.  

Table 5.29 - Summary of Research using DICTION Software 

Source Document Topic Measurement Study/Publication 

Investment Narratives Measuring Fund 

manager's 

overconfidence and 

impact on performance 

Word Frequency, 

Themes and 

Tone 

 

(Eshraghi, 2014) 

Annual Reports Measuring the Tone in 

Accounting and Finance 

Narratives 

Word Frequency 

Compared four different 

wordlists  

1. DICTION (internal),  

2. Loughran and 

McDonald 

3. General Inquirer 

4. Henry 

(Henry & Leone, 2014) 
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Management Discussion 

& Analysis from 10-K 

filings 

Management 

Overconfidence, 

Corporate Social 

Responsibility Activities, 

and Financial Constraints 

Text Analysis  

Optimism 

(Park et al., 2020) 

Annual Reports Market reaction to the 

positiveness of annual 

report narratives 

Word Frequency 

Positiveness/optimism 

(Yekini et al., 2016) 

Press Releases Image Restoration and 

the Management of 

Reputation 

Rhetoric Analysis 

Certainty and Optimism 

(Linsley et al., 2014) 

Annual Reports 

Management Discussion 

& Analysis 

Communicative Action 

and Corporate Annual 

Reports 

DICTION’s 35 internal 

dictionaries 

(Yuthas et al., 2002) 

CSR Reports CSR or social impression 

management? Tone 

management in CSR 

reports 

DICTION with an LIWC 

French dictionary 

(Hamza & Jarboui, 2021) 

Annual Report and 

CSR Report 

Watch that tone - an 

investigation of the use 

and stylistic 

consequences of tone in 

corporate accountability 

disclosures 

Dimensions of tone on 

readability (Flesch 

Index) 

All Five Master Variables 

of DICTION 

(Fisher et al., 2020) 

Annual Reports The Narrative Strategies 

of Winners and Losers: 

Analysing Annual 

Reports of Publicly 

Traded Corporations 

DICTION’s Master 

Variables 

(Laskin, 2018) 

CSR Reports Disclosure Alignment 

and Transparency 

Signalling in CSR Reports 

DICTION’s internal 35 

dictionaries 

(Carroll & Einwiller, 

2017) 

 

There has been a broad application in research using DICTION software. Therefore, it is 

appropriate to implement  DICTION software to assist in analysing annual financial,  CSR and 

<IR> reports.  

5.5.6  Variable Measurement 
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The following section analyses the variable’s measurement used in this study, including 

external collated measures and indexes. Therefore, it will discuss the various  DICTION 

software variables used to underpin several criteria, including the master variables, readability 

and additional corpus dictionaries implemented. The following section will discuss quality 

disclosure attributes and the development of the proxy measure used based on industry best 

practice and regulatory guidance. The discussion will then focus on the firm and country 

variables. The final section will assess the DICTION score results and benchmark them against 

other related research. 

5.5.5.1  DICTION - Master Variables 

 

DICTION has five master variables Certainty, Optimism, Activity, Realism, and Commonality.  

The five ‘Master Variables’ are built by concatenating these 31 wordlist scores and applying the 

inherent statistical formula in the software (Table 5.30). These scores are then normalised, 

referencing the DICTIONS normative databank. The normative databank is based on a 50,000-

item sample of discourse (Hart & Carroll, 2015).  

Table 5.30 - DICTION Master Variables Summary 

Master Variable   Definition Formula 

Certainty  Language indicating resoluteness, 

inflexibility, completeness, and a 

tendency to speak ex-cathedra 

[Tenacity + Levelling + Collectives 

+ Insistence] - [Numerical Terms + 

Ambivalence + Self Reference + 

Variety] 

Optimism Language endorsing some person, 

group, concept, or event or 

highlighting their positive 

entailments 

[Praise + Satisfaction + Inspiration] 

- [Blame + Hardship + Denial]  

 

Activity Language featuring movement, 

change, the implementation of 

ideas and the avoidance of inertia 

[Aggression + Accomplishment + 

Communication + Motion] - 

[Cognition + Passivity + 

Embellishment] 

Realism Language describing tangible, 

immediate, recognizable matters 

that affect people’s everyday lives 

[Familiarity + Spatial Terms + 

Temporal Terms + Present 

Concern + Human Interest + 

Concreteness] - [Past Concern + 

Complexity] 
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Commonality Language highlighting the agreed-

upon values of a group and 

rejecting idiosyncratic modes of 

engagement 

[Centrality + Cooperation + 

Rapport] - [Diversity + Exclusion + 

Liberation] 

 

Source: Hart and Carroll (2015) p. 5, “DICTION 7: The Text Analysis Program - Help Manual”. © 2013 by Digitext, 

inc. 

These five master variables provide a general understanding of narrative text and reports by 

averaging the text to 500-word units. Additionally, each variable is statistically independent, 

and selecting the normative function makes it simple to compare with other studies in this field. 

5.5.5.2  DICTION - Readability Scores 

 

Following the discussion in section 5.5.5, the DICTION software supports the readability 

calculation based on the text's complexity based on the realism (Flesch Index) score. It expands 

the understanding further by calculating the embellishment and variety scores. These three 

measures help understand the readability of the <IR> text being analysed. The literature 

identifies the DICTION readability score as an excellent alternative to the more traditional 

formula-driven calculation (Merkl-Davies & Brennan, 2006; Richards et al., 2011; Sydserff & 

Weetman, 2002) 

Table 5.31 - DICTIONS Calculated Variables - Readability Score  

Calculated 

Variable  

Source Assumptions Measurement Formula 

EMBELLISHMENT 

Activity 

David 

Boder’s 

(1940) 

Heavy modification 

slows down a verbal 

passage by de-

emphasizing human 

and material action. 

A selective ratio 

of adjectives to 

verbs 

Embellishment is calculated 

using the following formula: 

[Praise + Blame +1] ÷ 

[Present Concern + Past 

Concern +1]. 

VARIETY 

Certainty 

Wendell 

Johnson’s 

(1946) 

Type-Token 

Ratio 

A high score indicates 

a speaker’s avoidance 

of overstatement and 

a preference for 

precise, molecular 

statements. 

The ratio of 

descriptive to 

functional words 

Measure divides the number 

of different words in a 

passage by the passage’s 

total words. 

COMPLEXITY 

Realism 

Rudolph 

Flesch’s 

(1951) 

Convoluted phrasings 

make a text’s ideas 

Word size Average number of 

characters-per-word in each 

input file 
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abstract and its 

implications unclear. 

References:  

David Boder (1940). The Adjective-Verb Quotient: A Contribution to the Psychology of Language. Psychology 

Record 3: 310-343.  

Wendell Johnson (1951). People in Quandaries: The Semantics of Personal Adjustment (New York: Harper); 

Rudolph Flesch (1951) The Art of Clear Thinking. New York: Harper 

Source: Hart and Carroll (2015) p.11, “DICTION 7: The Text Analysis Program - Help Manual”. © 2013 Digitext Inc 

Although the DICTION measures are not as widely used in the literature to calculate readability, 

such as the Flesch and FOG formulas, they offer alternative opportunities in research and 

literature by applying multiple element approach concerning the readability and complexity of 

the text being analysed (Fisher et al., 2020; Richards et al., 2011). Therefore, the measurement 

criteria's embellishment, variety, and complexity scores constructed on external literature and 

academic foundations are documented in Table 5.31.   

This study aims to expand the computation of readability by considering other factors suitable 

to address some of the weaknesses highlighted in the literature of the more general formula 

calculated measure.  Consequently, the consolidation of the three independent external 

verifiable DICTION calculated variables for this study to denote the readability of the text 

analysed should provide the broad scope required that previous studies lacked by only focusing 

on one measure of readability.   

5.5.5.3  DICTION - Additional Corpus 

 

The DICTION software's general dictionaries have many weaknesses highlighted by Loughran 

and McDonald, who specifically analysed the optimistic and pessimistic wordlist, finding that 

many of the words included were misclassified (Loughran & Mcdonald, 2016). Therefore, to 

mitigate these weaknesses in the optimistic (positive) and pessimistic (negative) wordlist, it 

would be appropriate to implement Loughran and McDonald’s wordlist 2011 to measure the 

sentiment (neutrality) of the text (Klein et al., 2018; Mcdonald & Loughran, 2011). 

The literature indicated the benefit of using the business-related context of the Loughran and 

McDonald (LM) dictionaries in assessing whether a given narrative text is overtly positive or 

negative and the sentiment (Elshandidy & Zeng, 2022; Hájek, 2018; Henry & Leone, 2014; Zhao, 

2017).  The Loughran and McDonald master dictionary mainly focuses on the positive and 

negative wordlists but also considers additional sentiment categories. These other categories 
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(litigious, strong modal, weak modal, constraining and uncertain) provide the basis for 

assessing the analysed text's general sentiment (Mcdonald & Loughran, 2011). These seven 

consolidated dictionaries provide higher sentiment scores when considering annual reports 

that affect future returns, share volatility and volume (Hájek, 2018). The research concludes, 

"In general, context-specific dictionaries seem to be more powerful than general dictionaries” 

(2018, p. 345).  

Therefore, DICTION had the seven LM wordlist dictionaries loaded from the 2018 updated 

extract provided by the Loughran and McDonald repository to enable the count of positive and 

negative words associated with these different wordlists (Loughran & Mcdonald, 2018). 

Consequently, following the approach in Hajek (2018), a net sentiment score can be calculated 

based on a formula from these results (Table 5.32). 

Table 5.32 - Loughran and McDonald Wordlist Dictionaries 

Wordlist Dictionary Formula Sign (+/-) 

Litigious - 

Negative - 

Positive + 

Strong Model + 

Constraining + 

Uncertainty - 

Weak Model - 

 

5.5.6.4  The Measure of Quality  

 

In the previous section on content analysis (chapter 5.4.2), various forms of content analysis 

have been utilised to denote a quality measure. Multiple quality measures have been 

documented in the literature, and many studies focus on one aspect of the IRF to construct a 

disclosure index. Other researchers use an externally generated proxy measure, with many 

forming a quality score based on one attribute (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Chan et al., 2014; 

Hooks & van Staden, 2011; Michelon et al., 2015; Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017). Much of the 

literature surveyed appeared to focus only on the narrative section, ignoring the remaining or 

irrelevant sections of the integrated report. Therefore, the complete integrated information for 

this study will be reviewed, including the financial performance section. 



Page | 160  

 

 It was appropriate to reference three guidance standards that provide industry professionals 

with instructions and directions on the characteristics and attributes of sound quality 

disclosures. The conceptual framework for the IASB, the professional standards of the ACCA, 

and procedural guidance issued by the IIRC were used as authority for the construction of the 

quality framework. 

The IASB conceptual framework defines the qualitative characteristics of useful financial 

information (Figure 5.6). Therefore, giving both the preparers of financial information and the 

users of financial information the six crucial elements required for information to be valid and 

high-quality in financial reporting disclosures. This guidance also translates to the management 

commentary and practice statement issued by the IASB with requirements to close the gap 

between IIRC and IFRS (IASB, 2018).  

Figure 5.5 - IASB Qualitative Characteristics of Useful Information 

 

Source: IASB, (2018) p.6, “Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting” Project Summary - IASB MARCH 2018 

© 2018 IFRS® Foundation 

A report issued by the ACCA on corporate reporting practices identified six desirable 

characteristics that narrative non-financial reports should include and follow when preparing 

information for users of these reports.  

i. Future orientation ii. Strategic focus 
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iii. Entity Specific 

iv. Connectivity 

v. Balance 

vi. Conciseness 

The ACCA also noted tensions between these six characteristics but indicated that the report 

should be relevant, comparable, and reliable. That meets the completeness, balance and 

neutrality requirements of financial reporting (ACCA, 2018, p. 5). 

Furthermore, the IIRC provides detailed guidance on the seven principles underpinning the IRF 

for the preparers of the <IR>. These seven guiding principles ensure a systematic foundation 

for the <IR> preparation, which gives confidence to the <IR> information users (IIRC, 2015b).     

1. Strategic focus and future 

orientation  

2. Connectivity of Information 

3. Stakeholder relationships     

4. Materiality 

5. Conciseness 

6. Reliability and Completeness 

7. Consistency and Comparability 

 
The seven principles share specific common characteristics with the IASB and ACCA. In 

establishing these guidelines for preparing the <IR>, the IIRC establishes a minimum quality 

level in the reporting framework. Together with the eight content elements of the <IR> 

framework, it assists the organisation in preparing and structuring the report to meet the IIRC 

requirements (IIRC, 2021). 

The quality measure in all the different financial and narrative reporting forms should be 

contextualised based on the IASB, ACCA, and IIRC guidelines. It is apparent from these 

principles that multiple attributes and characteristics contribute to good-quality information 

and disclosures. Previous research has focused on the IASB core principles of relevance, 

comparability, verifiability, neutrality, and clarity to determine quality disclosure, conducting 

a legitimacy analysis on the content of the CSR reports (Baalouch et al., 2019; Chauvey et al., 

2015).  

Consequently, a holistic, broad conceptualisation has been adopted in forming a quality 

measure for this study. Accordingly, the following five attributes and characteristics form the 

basis on which the quality disclosure score is subsequently calculated. 

i. Conciseness   

ii. Completeness and Reliability 

iii. Balance  

iv. Consistency and Comparability 

v. Neutrality  



 

Therefore, this study follows the approach adopted in previous studies by selecting a multiple-

attribute method for quality (Hájek, 2018; Melloni et al., 2017; Short & Palmer, 2008).  Melloni 

et al. (2017) investigated conciseness, completeness and balance as separate quality elements 

based on the IIRC reporting guidelines. Subsequently, determining that the readability 

measures the conciseness of the report, the completeness measured by the scope of the included 

IRF elements, and the tone (Diction five master variables) measures the balance of the report.  

The methodology adopted by Melloni et al. has been supported by more recent studies utilising 

DICTION master variables to measure the disclosure of thematic tone (Bendriouch et al., 2022; 

Fisher et al., 2019; Richards et al., 2011). Hart et al. document the detail of the influence tone 

has on conveying information to external readers and use it to describe the text's thematic tone 

(Hart et al., 2013, p. 9; Henry & Leone, 2014). Therefore, this study will follow the approach of 

previous research to adopt the DICTION master variables to measure the tone. 

Hooks & van Staden (2011, p. 202) indicate that quality refers to completeness or full 

disclosure. Additionally, Melloni measured completeness through the scope of the <IR>. Other 

studies have used a reporting checklist based on the requirements of the IRF to ensure 

compliance with the guiding principles of the <IR> (Kılıç & Kuzey, 2018; Pavlopoulos et al., 

2017; Stent & Dowler, 2015). Consequently, adherence to the integrated reporting framework's 

reporting requirements and content elements measures completeness and reliability. The 

disclosure index employed in the manual content analysis followed the provision of and 

adherence to the Integrated Reporting Framework content elements using a 12-point 

disclosure index (IIRC, 2021).  The measure relies on whether or not the content elements 

appear in the assessed report for a given year, with each firm-year report assessed 

independently. The IRF checklist is measured using a binary measure using an ordinal scale, 1 

if the item is present; otherwise, the item scores 0. The following twelve criteria must be 

present in the <IR> to get a maximum score of 12 (Baboukardos & Rimmel, 2016; Elshandidy, 

2022; Kılıç & Kuzey, 2018; Yu & Luu, 2021).  

1. Application  and basis of preparation of Framework 

2. Connectivity of Information 

3. Strategic focus and future outlook 

4. Operating Context - Risks and Opportunities 

5. Stakeholder relationship 

6. Materiality 
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7. Organisational Overview 

8. Business Model 

9. Value Creation and six capitals 

10. Resources allocation 

11. Governance and remuneration 

12.  Performance 

Table 5.33 - Quality Measure Attributes

Attribute(s) Measurement Criteria Previous Studies 

Conciseness Readability (Bavagnoli et al., 2014; Melloni et al., 2017) 

Completeness and 

Reliability 

Adherence to IRF’s twelve 

core principles 

(Adams et al., 2016; Fuente et al., 2017; Michelon 

et al., 2015) 

Neutrality Sentiment (Bhadane et al., 2015; Hájek, 2018; Kandrup, 

2018) 

Consistency and 

Comparability 

Assurance of <IR> report (Gürtürk & Hahn, 2016; Hąbek & Wolniak, 2016b; 

Hassan et al., 2020; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; 

Reimsbach et al., 2018) 

Balance Tone (Arena et al., 2015; Fisher et al., 2019; Henry & 

Leone, 2014) 

 

The IRF defines neutrality as ensuring that both positive and negative news have equal 

prominence in the <IR> (IIRC, 2013, 3.40). Bhadane et al. (2015) developed a sentiment 

analysis system by ascertaining whether the general attitude of the text was expressed overly 

positive or negative opinions. Hájek (2018) utilised DICTION master variables (tone) and the 

sentiment dictionaries of Loughran and McDonald to measure whether the management 

discussion and analysis reports expressed overly positive or negative sentiment in their 

content analysis research. Loughran and McDonald developed their sentiment word list to 

measure not just the positive or negative tone of the text but the overall sentiment by 

considering other classifications and categories (Klein et al., 2018; Loughran & Mcdonald, 

2011).  

Consistency and comparability of disclosure information are fundamental attributes of quality 

disclosures. External assurance is one of the financial reporting principles to aid the 

information's creditability and transparency from stakeholders. The external verification of 

information drives continued improvements in quality, consistency, and comparability  
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(Michelon et al., 2015). Previous research has identified the benefits of the external verification 

and assurance of the <IR> (Haji & Hossain, 2016; Hassan et al., 2020; Kılıç et al., 2021; Oprisor, 

2015). Consequently, the verification of the annual reports has been selected to determine the 

consistency and comparability of quality disclosures. The disclosure index was concerned with 

the level of assurance provided in the annual reports. The assurance scope is assigned to a 

nominal (categorical) code based on the assurance level provided in the reports. The index was 

scored as follows; 0 - No assurance of IR or CSR provided, 1 -  Limited/Specific sections review, 

2 - Reasonable high assurance.  

Although very slight linguistic features separate the two concepts of tone and sentiment, the 

distinction between tone and sentiment offers researchers opportunities to expand the 

literature by analysing these attributes independently. The remaining quality measure 

attributes are summarised in Table 5.33, detailing the measurement criteria supported by 

earlier studies.  Many of these earlier studies are feature-specific and only action one element 

of good quality information.  

The five attributes used to determine quality are computed based on the readability, tone, and 

sentiment wordlist dictionaries utilising the DICTION software. The remaining measures are 

calculated based on the manual content analysis criteria.  Table 5.34 provides an overview of 

the measure, method, and calculation criteria.  

Table 5.34 - Total Quality Disclosure Score Measurement 

Attribute Measure Method Calculation TQDS 

Conciseness Readability  DICTION (Complexity + Embellishment + 

Variety) 
+ 

Balance Tone DICTION (Activity + Optimism + Certainty + 

Realism + Commonality) 
+ 

Neutrality Sentiment DICTION 

(LM 

Dictionary) 

(Constraining - Litigious - Negative + 

Positive + Strong model - weak modal - 

Uncertainty) 

+ 

Completeness 

and Reliability 

IRF Manual 12-point Disclosure Index (Ordinal - 

binary) 
+ 

Consistency and 

Comparability 

Assurance 

Scope 

Manual Disclosure Index (Nominal) + 
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The calculated TQDS scores are a numerical proxy applied consistently across all assessed 

reports to ensure that variations in quality can be identified (Baalouch et al., 2019). Each of the 

attributes computes a synthesis arithmetic number score based on a scoring mechanism of the 

five characteristics using the simple arithmetic mean as follows: 

Equation 1 - TQDS - Formula 

TQDS =  
(Read𝑖𝑡+𝑇𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑖𝑡+𝑆𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑡+𝐼𝑅𝐹𝑖𝑡+𝐴𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑡)

5
 

All elements of the TQDS have an equal weighting in the formula. Once all the features had been 

computed, the formula (Equation 1) was applied to calculate the Total Quality Disclosure Score 

(TQDS).   

5.5.6.5  Independent and Control Variables 

 

Several variables have been selected based on the discussions in section 4.2.1.2 to indicate firm-

level and country-level determinants of <IR> adoption and to provide the scoring mechanism 

for which the quality disclosure score is subsequently based. Furthermore, the firm-level 

manual content analysis analysed each report to ascertain whether the required disclosure was 

present in the published report (Font et al., 2012). The details of all variables (including source 

and measurement) included in the research are produced in Tables 5.36 and 5.37. Furthermore, 

all the manual scoring items are disclosed in Table 5.28, which details the index item, the 

variable scale, and the measurement criteria (Lock & Seele, 2016; Plumlee et al., 2015).    

Report Type & <IR> 

Previous studies have evidenced that the annual Report Type published by organisations 

significantly correlates with improved performance and results (Barth et al., 2015; 

Mervelskemper & Streit, 2017). Therefore, it would be suitable for this study to ascertain 

whether the association between improved performance and results is isolated to the <IR> 

standalone report or across all annual and CSR reporting types (Table 5.28).  Additionally, to 

assess the report type, a different binary variable was created if it is an integrated report, score 

of 1 and 0 if not.  

IFRS and GRI Adoption Rates 

No previous studies have compared adoption rates for different reporting methodologies on a 

longitudinal basis by country to ascertain a correlation between adoption rates (Hossain et al., 
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2022). Therefore, objective one’s calculated number of adoption results for each reporting 

framework was used as the basis for this variable measurement. Consequently, IFRSYear and 

GRI Count are measured based on the total number of organisational adoption in each analysis 

year. The IFRSAccum variable is each year's value added to the previous year's accumulated 

values(s). 

Report Size 

Previous research has indicated the correlation between the annual report size and quality 

(Guay et al., 2016; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; Li, 2008; Pavlopoulos et al., 2017). Longer 

documents are harder to read, reduce their readability and increase the cost of information 

processing. However, larger reports are deemed to be of higher quality but reduce the 

readability of the documents. Therefore, the total number of pages controls the document's size. 

Listed  

Listed companies must provide increased information disclosure due to exchange listing rules 

and meet a broad range of stakeholder needs. Therefore, listed companies invest more in their 

annual reporting procedures to meet these requirements and disclose more information 

(Rivera-Arrubla et al., 2017). This is a binary variable with 1 for listed on a recognised stock 

exchange and 0 for unlisted. 

Audit Scope 

Internal and external audit procedures that verify the information enhance the quality and 

creditability of the data.  The adherence to relevant guidelines or practices, accurate 

information, and meets statutory obligations (Eccles et al., 2014). Therefore, audit scope is an 

independent variable to ascertain quality disclosure improvements. This is measured on a 

nominal scale based on the type implemented in the report.  

Sustainability Measurement 

Another area of focus is the effect of the sustainability measurement standards implemented in 

the organisation's accounting system processes and how this might translate into the quality of 

the disclosures produced by the organisation. Previous research suggests that sustainability 

standards significantly affect organisations' processes and result in more than standalone 

reporting frameworks (Kuzey & Uyar, 2017). Therefore, the Sustainability Measurement 

variable determines whether the organisation has implemented additional sustainability 
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measurement standards into their annual reporting processes. This is measured on a nominal 

scale based on the type implemented in the report.  

Sectors 

As with other studies, this study controls for the effect of different Sectors and the increased 

disclosure of ESG information. Specific sectors and industries disclose more information to 

offset the impact of the negative association with high-risk practices and activities  (Barth et al., 

2015; Frías-Aceituno et al., 2013; Lai et al., 2018).  

Board Composition 

Furthermore, there are various firm-level board composition variables for listed companies, 

including the natural logarithm (log) of board size (total number of members), log percentage 

of independent directors, ESG-linked compensation (1 if yes, 0 if no) and whether the company 

has a CSR committee (1 if yes and 0 if no) (Fasan & Mio, 2017; Frías-Aceituno et al., 2013; Fuente 

et al., 2017; Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 2011; Pavlopoulos et al., 2017).  

Sales 

Annual sales value determines whether organisations are more or less likely to provide 

additional voluntary information. Previous studies indicate that increased sales enhance 

voluntary disclosure; therefore, this model has included the natural log of sales as an 

independent variable (Dissanayake et al., 2016; Martínez-Ferrero et al., 2015; Michelon et al., 

2015; Oshika & Saka, 2017).  

Bloomberg & Eikon - ESG Scores  

Prior studies have used the ESG scores as proxy measures for various topics, including 

disclosure quality, adherence to specific frameworks, and social accountability (Aboud & Diab, 

2019; Albitar et al., 2020; Diez-Cañamero et al., 2020; Y. Li et al., 2018). Several weaknesses are 

highlighted in the literature concerning the ESG scoring mechanism, with many indicating that 

the calculations are shrouded in mystery, still heavily focused on performance metrics, and lack 

consistency in the methods and methodology (Allen, 2018; WEF, 2020). Bloomberg and Eikon 

ESG disclosure scores were included as independent variables to counter potential bias with 

the TQDS and RAW TQDS. 
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The Bloomberg ESG Score calculation is based on an independent scoring mechanism of firm, 

industry, and country factors out of 100 through standardisation weighting criteria of 120 

indicators (Berg et al., 2021). Each of the 120 ESG indicators is scored based on one of the five 

measurements detailed below,  

1. H(L) - High Growth (Low Growth) is preferred. Based on the average of value scores and growth 

(CAGR*) scores. 

2. H_VAL(L_VAL) - High Value (Low Value) is preferred. Base on value scores only. 

3. H_CAGR(L_CAGR) - High Value (Low Value) is preferred. Based on growth (CAGR) scores only. 

4. D_MEDIAN(D_FIXED) - Low deviation from the sector median (fixed median) is preferred. 

5. Y(N) - More Number of Policies in place (not in place) is preferred. Based on weight scores and outlier 

scores. 

These scores are applied across the class group totalling 100% for each Environmental, Social, 

and Governance element.  A further group ranking is calculated by indicator class type, with a 

final weighting for Environmental, Social & Governance allocated 33.3% (Bloomberg, 2017). 

The individual element scores were also used as independent variables to provide additional 

insight and robustness to the regression model following the methods used in previous 

research (Albitar et al., 2020; Alkaraan et al., 2022) 

The Thompson Reuters ESG Score calculates 400 company-level ESG measures consolidating 

178 selected ratings into ten categories based on the ESG pillars approach (figure 5.6). Each 

category is weighted based on the topic and the number of subtopics included in the class; those 

with more subtopics are given a higher weighting (Thompson Reuters, 2017). The Eikon ESG 

score has been selected for this study to be comparable to Bloomberg and not the ESG 

Combined Score that includes ESG controversies. 
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Figure 5.6 - Thompson Reuter ESG Scores 

 

Source: (Thompson Reuters, 2017) “ Thompson Reuters Eikon ESG Scores Report” ©Thompson Reuters 2017 

Firm Size 

Firm size; larger firms have more resources to provide increased CSR disclosures. Following 

the approach of previous research, this study utilises market capitalisation as a proxy for firm 

size (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; Burke & Clark, 2016; Chan et al., 

2013; Lopes & Coelho, 2018). 

Leverage 

An independent control variable is added based on the leverage ratio or debt levels. The firm’s 

leverage is an influencing factor in CSR disclosure decisions. Firms with more debt disclosure 

increased firm-related information to meet creditor expectations (Ali et al., 2014; Barth et al., 

2017; Guay et al., 2016). 

Country & IFRS Status 

Other control variables include the effect of Country, specifically country variations in <IR> 

disclosure practices and regulations. Countries with more stringent rules and companies 

reporting under IFRS must disclose more information, thus reducing uncertainty and 

information asymmetry  (Barth et al., 2015; Dhaliwal et al., 2011). Consequently, it would also 

be applicable to control variations in different countries’ accounting policies through IFRS 

Status and IFRS local. The IFRS status determines the type of policy implementation, whether 

mandatory, voluntary, or not permitted. The IFRS local determines whether the 
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implementation is for all organisations or restricted to listed companies (Alon & Dwyer, 2014; 

Chua & Taylor, 2008; Dayyala et al., 2020; Judge et al., 2010; Roberts et al., 2006).  

Country-Level Variables 

After the discussions in the hypothesis development section 4.2.1.2, that determined the basis 

of selection for each country-level variable included in the study.  An objective of this study was 

to ascertain what country-level characteristics were determinants in whether a company 

would voluntarily adopt the IRF and produce a <IR>.  

Several studies have used external global inter-government organisations and NGOs that issue 

country-level indicators to gauge a country's international standing and performance on 

several critical topics (Bianchi Martini, Corvino, Doni, & Rigolini, 2016; De Villiers, Hsiao, & 

Maroun, 2017; Kang & Gray, 2019; Rossignoli, Stacchezzini, & Lai, 2021). Furthermore, based 

on the investigations of previous literature, the measures most influential to a country's 

development in adopting innovations in corporate reporting and sustainability were selected 

to provide valuable insights. Consequently, nine country-level, including two cultural-level and 

organisational values indicators, have been chosen to cover a broad range of topics, from 

government effectiveness to human well-being and green growth indicators. The indicators for 

this study were selected from a database of 1,424 available measures. The proxy-chosen 

measures independently focus on different aspects of a country’s policy initiatives. (The 

Reporting Exchange, 2022; World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 2017). 

Table 5.35 provides the details of each country-level indicator,  the calculated score range, the 

source, the source date range, and previous literature. These metrics enable comparison and 

comparability across important governance, social, environmental, and economic issues and 

themes (De Villiers et al., 2017; De Villiers & Marques, 2016; Hofstede, 1984; Van de Kerk & 

Manuel, 2008). The variable measurement of the indicators was converted to a higher-order 

polynomial term due to failure to meet the regression model assumption of linearity (Peng et 

al., 2002; Schreiber-Gregory & Bader, 2018).



Table 5.35 - Summary of Country-Level Governance Indicators 



Table 5.36 - Objective 2 - Firm and Country-level Variables Measurement 

Variable  Type Measurement 

IR Dependent No = 0, Yes = 1 

Firm-level Control Variables 

Size Control SME = 3, MNE = 2 and Large = 1 

Listed Control No = 0, Yes = 1 

Sector Control Numbered 1 to 38 

Country Control Alphabetical 1 to 129 

Firm-level Independent Variables 

IFRS Status Independent Not adopted = 0 , Not permitted = 1, Permitted (v) = 2, Required (M) 

= 3 

IFRS Local Independent No = 0, Yes = 1 

Organisation Type Independent Cooperative = 1, Foundation = 2, Government = 3, Non-profit 

organisation = 4, Partnership = 5, Private Company = 6, Public 

Institution = 7, State-owned company = 8, Subsidiary = 9 

GRI Type Independent No = 0, Yes = 1 

External Assurance  Independent No= 0, Yes = 1  

Scope of Assurance Independent No = 0, Specific sections = 1, Entire report = 2 

Country-level Variables 

<IR> Dependent Count - Total number of adoptions per year 

GRI Independent Count - Total number of adoptions per year 

IFRSYear & IFRSACCUM Independent Count - Total number of adoptions per year/ Accumulative Total 

Governance 

Control of Corruption 

(WBGECC)* 

Independent World Bank Index - Measure from -2.5 to + 2.5  

Rule of Law (WBGERoL)* Independent World Bank Index - Measure from -2.5 to + 2.5  

Political Stability No 

Violence (WBGEPSNV)* 

Independent World Bank Index - Measure from -2.5 to + 2.5  

Voice and Accountability 

(WBGEVA)* 

Independent World Bank Index - Measure from -2.5 to + 2.5  

Government Effectiveness 

(WBGEGE)* 

Independent World Bank Index - Measure from -2.5 to + 2.5  

Regulatory Quality 

(WBGERQ)* 

Independent World Bank Index - Measure from -2.5 to + 2.5  

Corp Governance Average 

(WBGECGA)* 

Independent World Bank Index - Measure from -2.5 to + 2.5  

Global Competitive Score 

(WEFGCS)* 

Independent The World Economic Forum - Scored - 0 - 7  

Corruption Perception Index 

(TICPI)* 

Independent Transparency International - 0 -100 

Environmental 
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Environmental Performance 

Index * 

Independent Yale EPI & World Economic Forum -  

Global Sustainable 

Competitiveness Index 

(SolAbility)* 

Independent SolAbility Organisation measure  0 - 100 

WB Government 

Effectiveness* 

Independent World Bank Government Effectiveness = -2.5 to + 2.5 

SSI Human Wellbeing* Independent Sustainable Society Fund - consolidated measures = 0 - 10 

SSI Environmental Wellbeing* Independent Sustainable Society Fund - consolidated measures = 0 - 10 

SSI Economic Wellbeing* Independent Sustainable Society Fund - consolidated measures = 0 - 10 

OECD  Green Growth 

Indicators* 

Independent OECD Green Econometric index - CO2  $ cost per kilogram of 

production 

Cultural Characteristics 

Power Distance* Independent Hofstede Data from IBM study 0 -100  

Uncertainty Avoidance* Independent Hofstede Data from IBM study 0 -100  

Individualism (vs. 

Collectivism)* 

Independent Hofstede Data from IBM study 0 -100  

Masculinity (vs. 

Femininity)* 

Independent Hofstede Data from IBM study 0 -100  

Long/Short-term 

Orientation* 

Independent Hofstede Data from IBM study 0 -100  

Assertiveness - Practices * Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Assertiveness - Values * Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Institutional Collectivism- 

Practices*  

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Institutional Collectivism- 

Values*  

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

In-Group Collectivism -

Practices * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

In-Group Collectivism - 

Values * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Future Orientation - 

Practices * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Future Orientation- Values*  Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Gender Egalitarianism - 

Practices * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Gender Egalitarianism - 

Values * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Humane Orientation - 

Practices * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Humane Orientation - 

Values * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Performance Orientation - 

Practices * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Performance Orientation - 

Values * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Power Distance - Practices 

* 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  
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Power Distance - Values * Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Uncertainty Avoidance - 

Practices * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

Uncertainty Avoidance - 

Values * 

Independent GLOBE Organisational Practices and Cultural Values - Scored 0 - 7  

*  These variables were transformed using a higher-order polynomial term (Peng et al.,2002; Schreiber-Gregory & Bader,2018) 

Consequently, this study will expand the government effectiveness measures in De Villiers & 

Marques's research to include the corruption perception index (CPI) from Transparency 

International to develop the governance measures. Furthermore,) this study will adopt 

measures that haven’t been considered in the literature, including additional environmental 

standards issued by the OECD, SolAbility and Sustainable Society Index (Table 5.35). Including 

these measures in this study will provide new insights into the influences of the country-level 

determinants on organisations' <IR> adoption decisions and disclosure quality.  

5.5.6.6  Dependent Variables 

 

Figure 5.7 – Advertised Benefit Assigned Measurement Variables 

 

The central aim of this study is to verify the advertised benefits of the IIRC to the IRF. Prior 

literature has provided a breadth of evidence on the association between <IR> adoption, quality 
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and performance, but the results from these studies are mixed on which financial metrics 

positively correlate with <IR> adoption (Bernardi & Stark, 2018; Lee & Yeo, 2015; Rensburg & 

Botha, 2014; Ruiz-Lozano & Tirado-Valencia, 2016).  

Chapter four provides an overview of the conceptual framework and a detailed discussion of 

the hypothesis, specifying the variable measurements assigned to evaluate the academic theory 

and advertised benefit (Figure 5.7). The details of all variables (including source and 

measurement) included in the research are produced in Tables 5.36 and 5.37. Furthermore, all 

the manual scoring items are disclosed in Table 5.28, which details the index item, the variable 

scale, and the measurement criteria. 

Table 5.37 - Objective Three and Four - List of Variables 

Variable  Label  Measurement 

Total Quality Disclosure Score TQDS See section 5.5.6.4- (one-year lag) 

Total Quality Disclosure Score 

- Total growth rate 

logTQDS_Grwth*1 Equation 12 – natural logarithm 

Total Quality Disclosure 

Score Annual Growth rate 

logTQDS_gr*1 Equation 13 

Readability Score Readability  See section 5.5.5.2 

Bloomberg ESG Disclosure 

Score 

BBESGDIS Bloomberg Index -  ESG Disclosure Score 

Eikon Disclosure Score  EIKONESG Thomson Reuters Refinitiv Eikon - ESG Disclosure Score  

Weighted Average Costs of 

Capital 

WACC Bloomberg Database - WACC = (Cost of Equity * Weight 

of Equity) + (After-Tax Cost of Debt * Weight of Debt) + 

(Cost of Preferred Equity * Weight of Preferred Equity) 

Weighted Average Cost of 

Debt 

WAC_Debt Bloomberg Database - Cost of Debt Pre-tax Formula = 

(Total Interest Cost Incurred / Total Debt )*100 

Risk-free Premium Risk Premium2*2 Bloomberg Database - Rate of return above the risk-free 

rate. 

Enterprise Value logEntValue*1 Market Capitalisation adds outstanding debt and then 

subtracts available cash. 

larket Capitalisation logMarketCap*1 The number of outstanding ordinary shares multiplied 

by the current share price. 

TOBINQ LogTOBINQ*1 Ratio: Market value of Company dividend by assets 

replacement cost. 

Return on Assets logROA*1 Net Income divided by total average assets - (%) 

Free Cashflow logFCF*1 FCF = Cash flow from operating expenses + Interest 

Expense - Tax shield of Interest expense - CapEx 
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Net Assets logNA*1 Balance sheet Net assets =  Total assets (Current and 

Fixed)  - Total Liabilities ( Current + Long-term) 

Retained Earnings logRE*1 Total of Retained Earnings = Accumulative profits less 

(Dividends + other adj) 

Sustainability Standards Org. SUST_Type Sustainability standards Type 0 “No” 1 “GRI” 2 “CDP” 3 

“TCFD” 

Consolidated Annual 

Reporting Type 

Report_Type Report Type 1 “AR” 2 “CSR” 3 “IR” (one-year lag) 

Board Size BoardSize Bloomberg Database - No of Board Directors 

CSR Committee CSR_Comm Bloomberg Database - CSR Committee -  1 “Yes”, 0 “No” 

Percentage of Independent PCT_Ind Bloomberg Database - % of Independent Directors 

ESG Linked Compensation ESG_Linked Bloomberg Database - Remuneration linked to ESG 

measures -  1 “Yes”, 0 “No” 

Audit Scope Audit Assurance Type 0 "No Assurance" 1 "Specific Sections" 
2 "Entire" - (one-year lag) 

IFRS Status IFRSStatus  IFRS Status 0 "Not Adopted" 1 "Not Permitted" 2 "Permitted 
(V)" 3 " Required (M)" 

IFRS Local IFRSLocal IFRS LOCAL 0 "No" 1 "Yes" 

Leverage Leverage The ratio between Total Debt and Total Assets 

Raw TQDS RAWTQDS See section 5.5.6.4 

Sector Number Sector The number allocated in alphabetical order 

Country Number Country The number allocated in alphabetical order 

Page Count PageCount The total number of pages (one-year lag) 

Sales Revenue Turnover Sales_Rev_Turn Bloomberg Database_ Total Annual Revenue 

IR Report IRReport Dummy Integrated Report - 0 "No" 1 "Yes" (one-year 

lag) 

Listed Listed Dummy Listed - 0 "No" 1 "Yes"(one-year lag) 

Bloomberg ESG Social Score BBESG_Social Bloomberg Index measures aspects of an organisation’s 

social performance. Human rights, discrimination, 

diversity, supply chain, community relations and 

political donations. 

Bloomberg ESG 

Environmental Score 

BBESG_Environme

ntal 

Bloomberg Index considers all aspects of the 

organisation's environmental performance. Including 

climate, recycling, waste, renewables, and emissions 

Bloomberg ESG Governance 

Score 

BBESG_Governance Bloomberg Index Governance score is measured based 

on the organisation's board composition, executive 

compensation, takeover defence, shareholder rights, 

cumulative voting, and independent directors. 

Eikon ESG Social Score Eikon_ESG_Social Eikon ESG social measure assesses the workforce, 

human rights, community, and product responsibility. 

Eikon ESG Environmental 

Score 

Eikon_ESG_Environ

mental 

Eikon's environmental score covers the use of 

resources, emissions, and innovation. 
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Eikon ESG Governance Score Eikon_ESG_Govern

ance 

Eikon Governance assesses the organisation's 

management, shareholder, and CSR strategy. 

*1 Log =  The natural logarithm  *2 Squared variable 

 

5.5.6.7  Reliability and Validity Test Designs 

 

With all data analysis, coding, and statistical analysis, it is imperative that the data collection, 

transformation, and generation through content analysis concepts are reliable, valid, and 

replicable. Therefore, to ensure confidence in the data, the researcher must provide 

precautions against biases and accidental or intentional biases during the study.  

Kaplan and Goldsen (1965, cited in Krippendorff, 2013 p.267), “the importance of reliability 

rests on the assurance it provides the data are independent of the measuring event, instrument, or 

person. Reliable data, by definition, are data that remains constant throughout variations in the 

measuring process”.  

There are three designs for testing the reliability of the data generated by content analysis, 

which align with the three types of reliability: stability, replicability, and accuracy 

(Krippendorff, 2013). However, each reliability variation measures coding consistency and 

agreement with the content analysis study.  One method retests the samples by exchanging 

coding sheets with other coders.  Another technique recommended in the literature is 

measuring internal agreement and data consistency by estimating reliability.  One estimate 

uses an agreement coefficient alpha or Krippendorff’s alpha.  

In contrast to the reliability is the validity of the content analysis results. Reliability does not 

ensure that the study is valid and robust. Validity is concerned with the independent external 

evidence that validates the research.  Therefore, no cross-coder or internal research test can be 

performed to measure the study's validity. Krippendorff identifies three techniques that can be 

exploited to safeguard the study's validity.  

Face validity is concerned with evidencing that the results seem plausible, sensible, and 

trustworthy. Social validity contributes to the social debate, communicating the research 

credentials and addressing critical social concerns. Empirical validity endorses research to 

establish theory or literature evidence to support the study's findings and results. The empirical 

evidence is separated into three different areas, including.  
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i. content (sampling and semantic validity) which represents the sample sizes 

selected for the study,  

ii. internal structures (structural and functional) concern the disclosure index 

structure or framework followed in the content analysis; therefore, does it follow 

existing precedent in another related research, and 

iii. relationships to other variables (correlation and predictive) concern the 

observed variables' results in the existing literature and seem consistent in 

establishing theory when measuring the same phenomena. 

 (Krippendorff, 2013). 

It is imperative that equal weighting is given to both the reliability and validity of the content 

analysis. The estimate is measured statistically, and the evidence supports the method and 

approach adopted in the literature.  

Table 5.38 - External Validation and Verification of the mean DICTION Scores. 

 Mean Score Comparison 

Master Variable Diction Norm Range*1 Study*2  

(Sample 818) 

Study*3  

(Sample 59) 

THIS STUDY 

Activity 46.26 - 53.97 49.01 48.77 48.89 

Optimism 47.92 - 52.50 51.10 49.56 49.83 

Certainty 47.84 - 51.12 50.00 51.82 recalculated 47.76 

Realism 41.14 - 46.85 44.40 43.57 47.66 

Commonality 47.94 - 55.30 52.74 51.47 49.92 

*Source: *1 - (Sydserff & Weetman, 2002), “Developments in content analysis: a transitivity index and scores. 

Accounting”, Auditing and Accountability Journal, 15 (4), 523-545. 

*2 - (Fisher et al., 2020) “Watch that tone An investigation of the use and stylistic consequences of tone in 

corporate accountability disclosures”. Accounting”, Auditing and Accountability Journal, 33 (1), 77-105. 

*3 (Laskin, 2018), “The Narrative Strategies of Winners and Losers: Analysing Annual Reports of Publicly Traded 

Corporations”, International Journal of Business Communication 2018 Vol. 55(3), 338-356. 

 

The extensive use of DICTION in business and management research, specifically in analysing 

narrative disclosures, provides external validation and verification for this study. Furthermore, 

the normative discourse sample selected for this study was based on business reports to 

provide additional comfort in the results obtained using this software. This enables the results 

to be compared to a normative model of other studies that have utilised the DICTION software 

(Table 5.38).  However, as noted in Fisher et al., the DICTION normal range scores should be 
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cautioned. These scores are based on a small sample of 48 fortune 500 companies ( Fisher et 

al., 2020). 

Notwithstanding the weaknesses identified by Fisher et al. and to provide additional assurance 

to the reliability of the content analysis results, the results were compared to two narrative 

disclosure studies conducted by Fisher et al. (2020) and Laskin (2018).  Therefore, the DICTION 

results of the three master variables for this study fall within the normal range; however, the 

realism and certainty master variables scored outside the normal range.  

The realism variable focuses on the language describing the effect on people from immediate 

tangible everyday issues.  The certainty variable relates to resoluteness and an inflexible 

approach to problems and concerns. Subsequently, after investigating the variations, it is felt 

that they are acceptable in this study when reviewing <IR> and CSR reports.  These reports 

should address the immediate concerns of the organisational stakeholders in an open and 

flexible style with transparent information disclosure. Consequently, although the master 

variables are not used directly as independent variables for this study, each of the master 

variables has an equal weighting in calculating the net tone. The net tone is an element of the 

calculation for the TQDS used in this study. 

Furthermore, following previous examples in the literature, the internal consistency and 

reliability of disclosure measures were calculated using Cronbach’s alpha scores to ensure that 

the variables measure the same construct and have some inter-relatedness (Elshandidy & Neri, 

2015; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). The acceptable level reported in the literature for Cronbach’s 

alpha value below 0.60 is unacceptable, a value in the range of 0.60 to 0.70 is sufficient, and a 

value above 0.70 is desirable (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011; Trizano-Hermosilla & Alvarado, 2016). 

The results for each empirical model tested range from 0.6229– 0.9271, indicating the sample 

meets the minimum level of reliability.  

5.6  Empirical Models 

 
Each empirical model will meet each objective's requirements, with a consolidated overview of 

this section's dependent and independent variables.  

 

 

5.6.1  Objective One - Diffusion of Innovation 
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The first stage of this thesis is to investigate the diffusion and adoption rates at i) country level, 

then at an organisation level for ii) IFRS, iii) GRI and iv) <IR>. This relates to four independent 

models that exploit the same mathematical equation (Equations 2 & 3) and applies the previous 

studies' approach (Janković et al., 2021; Marimon et al., 2012; Rogers, 1995, 2004).  

The following equation estimates the accumulative adoption frequency and the yearly adoption 

rates. 

Equation 2 - Annual Adoption Rate - (Hypothesis A) 

- Adoption Rate (AR) calculated per year (Bell Curve) 

AR = fn(t
x
) / fn(tA) 

 

Equation 3 - Accumulative Adoption Rate (Diffusion Pattern) 

- Cumulative adoption numbers (S-Curve) 

fn(tA) = fn(t
1
) + fn(t

2
) + fn(t

3
) + ….. fn(t

x
) 

 

Where:   fn = Yearly frequency number  

(t
x
) = Time 

   fn(tA) = Accumulative Total 

 

Model 1.1 - Country Accounting Standards Policy 

Recognising the country’s IFRS adoption decisions was imperative for an appropriate 

comparison to GRI and <IR>. Therefore, it was essential to analyse the IFRS adoption type 

accepted at a country-policy level, whether mandatory, voluntary, or not permitted, and the 

date on which this decision became effective. It was also critical to understand how the 

adoption has been implemented in a country (Dayyala et al., 2020). For example, has IFRS 

adoption only been restricted to listed companies or embedded to include SMEs or public sector 

organisations? The information retrieved from model 1 forms and drives the basis for further 

analysis in model 2. 

Model 1.2 - Firm-Level Rates of Adoption by Country 

The analysis undertaken from model 1 at a country level enabled further interrogation at the 

organisational level to determine the mandatory and voluntary adoption rates for IFRS. From 
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the existing country-specific accounting standard to IFRS, the effective transition date at a 

country level.  Therefore, if a country policy allows for early adoption before a transition date, 

this is deemed a voluntary adoption until the mandatory transition date. Many countries allow 

companies to choose the accounting policy applied; for instance, there are currently five 

different accounting standards adopted in Japan (Chua & Taylor, 2008; IFRS, 2013; Sato & 

Takeda, 2017).  

Model 1.3 and 1.4 - GRI  and <IR> - Rates of Adoption 

The adoption rate (Equation 2)  is calculated based on the organisations' implementation of the 

GRI standards or the <IR> framework. The varying periods involved allow for the calculation 

and recognition of patterns (Equation 3). 

5.6.2  Objective Two - Determinants of IR Adoption 

 

Cross-sectional study 

Part A of this thesis's second equation is a cross-sectional regression model structured to 

investigate the determinants influencing the <IR> adoption decision at a country-level and 

firm-level. Therefore, it would be appropriate to estimate a general model (Equation 4).  

Equation 4 - General Regression Model 

𝐈𝐑 = 𝛂𝟎 +  𝛂𝟏𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚 𝒍𝒆𝒗𝒆𝒍 𝒗𝒂𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒃𝒍𝒆𝒔 + 𝛂𝟐𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒎 𝒍𝒆𝒗𝒆𝒍 𝒗𝒂𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒃𝒍𝒆𝒔 +  𝜺. 

The country-level variables are separated into three groups (Table 5.36) governance, 

environmental and cultural attributes. There are thirty-seven variables across the three groups, 

with the cultural dimension having the most features, with twenty-three country-level 

variables. 

Previous studies have indicated the importance of selecting the appropriate control variables, 

and to follow their example, the proceeding four equations control for Size, Listed, Sector and 

Country (Barth et al., 2017; De Villiers & Marques, 2016; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; 

Martinez, 2016; Melloni et al., 2017). 

Equation 5 –- Model 2.1 - Firm-level characteristics (Hypotheses A1/A2) 
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𝑰𝑹𝒊 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑺𝒊𝒛𝒆𝒊 + 𝜷𝟐𝑶𝒓𝒈𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊 + 𝜷𝟑𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊 + 𝜷𝟒𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑵𝒐𝒊 + 𝜷𝟓𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊 +  𝜷𝟔𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒊

+  𝜷𝟕𝑮𝑹𝑰𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊 +  𝜷𝟖𝑬𝒙𝒕𝑨𝒔𝒔𝒖𝒓𝒊 +  𝜷𝟗𝑺𝒄𝒐𝒑𝒆𝑨𝒔𝒔𝒖𝒓𝒊 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝑵𝒐𝒊 +  𝜺𝒊 

Where: 

β0   The regression intercept   β1….. β10  The regression coefficients 

Ɛ   The error term   i   Firm 

IR is a nominal variable using a binary score (1 = IR  report, otherwise 0) and is the dependent 

variable. The independent variables are firm-level attributes that include organisational type, 

IFRS status, IFRS local, GRI type, external assurance, and scope of assurance. The firm’s control 

variables include Size, Listed, Sector and Country. 

The regression model is further developed and expanded to include different country-level 

attributes from chapter 4.2.1.2.  

Equation 6 –- Model 2.2 -Governance Country-level Measures (Hypotheses A4/A5/A6) 

 

𝑰𝑹𝒊 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑺𝒊𝒛𝒆𝒊 + 𝜷𝟐𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊 + 𝜷𝟑𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑵𝒐𝒊 + 𝜷𝟒𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝑵𝒐𝒊 + 𝜷𝟓𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊 +  𝜷𝟔𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒊

+  𝜷𝟕−𝟏𝟔𝑮𝒐𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒏𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕 𝑷𝒐𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒚𝒊𝒄 +  𝜺𝒊 

Where: 

β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β20  The regression coefficients 

Ɛ   Error term    i   Firm 

c  Country measure 

<IR> remains the dependent variable. The independent variables are the country-level 

governance characteristics issued by the World Bank, including the rule of law, government 

effectiveness, political stability and no violence, control of corruption, voice and accountability, 

regulatory quality,  and corporate governance average. Transparency International corruption 

perception index and WEF global competitive score. The firm’s control variables include Size, 

Listed, Sector and Country. 

Equation 7 - Model 2.3 - Environmental Country-Level Measures (Hypotheses A7/A8/A9/A10/A11) 

 

𝑰𝑹𝒊 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑺𝒊𝒛𝒆𝒊 + 𝜷𝟐𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊 + 𝜷𝟑𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑵𝒐𝒊 + 𝜷𝟒𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝑵𝒐𝒊 + 𝜷𝟓𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊 +  𝜷𝟔𝑻𝑰𝑪𝑷𝑰𝟐𝟎𝟏𝟐𝒊𝒄

+  𝜷𝟕−𝟏𝟑𝑬𝒏𝒗𝒊𝒓𝒐𝒏𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑷𝒐𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒚𝒊𝒄 + 𝜷𝟏𝟒−𝟏𝟖𝑪𝒖𝒍𝒕𝒖𝒓𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒄 +   𝜺𝒊 
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Where:    

β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β18  Regression coefficients 

Ɛ   Error term    i   Firm 

c  Country measure 

<IR> remains the dependent variable. The independent variables are from the country-level 

environmental group, including the corruption perception index, YALE environmental 

performance index, SolAbility global sustainable competitiveness index, World Banks 

Government effectiveness score, Sustainable Society Index Human well-being, Environmental 

well-being and Economic well-being, and OECD green growth Indicator. The firm’s control 

variables include Size, Listed, Sector and Country. 

Equation 8 - Model 2.4 - Country-level Cultural Characteristics (Hypotheses A11/A12) 

 

𝑰𝑹𝒊 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑺𝒊𝒛𝒆𝒊 + 𝜷𝟐𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊 + 𝜷𝟑𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑵𝒐𝒊 + 𝜷𝟒𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝑵𝒐𝒊 + 𝜷𝟓𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊 +  𝜷𝟔𝑮𝑹𝑰𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊

+  𝜷𝟕𝑬𝒙𝒕𝑨𝒔𝒔𝒖𝒓𝒊 +  𝜷𝟖𝑨𝒔𝒔𝑺𝒄𝒐𝒑𝒆𝒊 +  𝜷𝟗𝑳𝒆𝒗𝑨𝒔𝒔𝒊 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍 + 𝜷𝟏𝟏−𝟏𝟓𝑪𝒖𝒍𝒕𝒖𝒓𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒄

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟔−𝟑𝟑𝑮𝑳𝑶𝑩𝑬𝒊𝒄 +  𝜺𝒊 

Where:    

β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β33  Regression coefficients 

Ɛ   Error term    i   Firm 

c  Country measure 

In addition to the <IR> dependent variable, the independent variables include the firm-level 

characteristics. This model ascertains whether the effect of the Hofstede cultural dimensions of 

power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individual versus collective, masculine versus feminine 

and long-term versus short-term orientation is relevant to <IR>. The GLOBE dimensions for 

each organisational practice and cultural values (Table 4.4). The firm’s control variables include 

size, listed, sector and country. 

Country-level Panel Data 

 

Part B of the second objective investigates the country's relationship and sustainability 

standards adoption. It considers the country-level panel data regression model using the same 
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country-level variables from the previous section (Table 5.36).  Therefore, the three equations 

are estimated below. 

The panel data is balanced for 2010 - 2018 for 93 countries. 

Equation 9 - Model 2.5 - Country-level Governance  (Hypotheses A & A4/A5/A6) 

 

< 𝑰𝑹 >𝒄𝒕=  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑮𝑹𝑰𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑨𝒄𝒄𝒖𝒎𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒄𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟓−𝟏𝟐𝑮𝒐𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒏𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕 𝑷𝒐𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒕 + 𝜺𝒄𝒕  

Where:  

β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β12  The regression coefficients 

c  Country measure   t  Year 

Ɛ   The error term  

The dependent variable is each country's yearly quantity (count) of <IR> adoptions. The 

independent country variables are the number of GRI and IFRS adoptions, the five World Bank 

governance metrics, the WEF global competitive score and the Transparency International 

corruption perception index (Table 5.36). The control variables are IFRS Status and IFRS Local.  

Equation 10 - Model 2.6 - Country-level Environmental Measures  

(Hypotheses A & A7/A8/A9/A10/A11) 

 

< 𝑰𝑹 >𝒄𝒕=  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑮𝑹𝑰𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝒀𝑬𝑨𝑹𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟓𝑻𝑰𝑪𝑷𝑰𝟐𝟎𝟏𝟐𝒄𝒕

+  𝜷𝟔−𝟏𝟐𝑬𝒏𝒗𝒊𝒓𝒐𝒏𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑷𝒐𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒕 +  𝜷𝟏𝟑−𝟏𝟕𝑪𝒖𝒍𝒕𝒖𝒓𝒂𝒍𝒄𝒕 + 𝜺𝒄𝒕  

Where:  

β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β17  The regression coefficients 

c  Country measure   t  Year 

Ɛ   The error term  

The dependent variable is the annual <IR> adoption rate. The independent variables are the 

country-level environmental measurements discussed in Equation 7 and reported in Table 
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5.36. Additionally, Hofstede's cultural dimensions were included as independent variables.  The 

control variables are IFRS Status and IFRS Local. 

Equation 11 - Model 2.7 -  Country Cultural Characteristics (Hypotheses A & A11/A12) 

 

< 𝑰𝑹 >𝒄𝒕=  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑮𝑹𝑰𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑨𝒄𝒄𝒖𝒎𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒄𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒄𝒕 + +𝜷𝟓−𝟗𝑪𝒖𝒍𝒕𝒖𝒓𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒄

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟎−𝟐𝟔𝑮𝑳𝑶𝑩𝑬𝒊𝒄 +  𝜺𝒄𝒕 

Where:  

β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β11  The regression coefficients 

c  Country measure   t  Year 

Ɛ   The error term  

The dependent variable is the number of <IR> adoption in a year. The independent variables 

are the count of adoptions for GRI and IFRS, including Hofstede's cultural dimension and the 

GLOBE dimensions for organisational practice and cultural values, as described in Table 4.4. 

The control variables are IFRS Status and IFRS Local.  

5.6.3  Objective Three - Evolution of Quality 

 

The third objective focuses specifically on the report quality by analysing all aspects of TQDS to 

ascertain whether there are improvements to the information quality in the reports. 

Consequently, this study calculates the growth rates associated with the TQDS and whether the 

growth is attributable to <IR> or all report types. Additionally,  it would be suitable to 

determine whether any quality improvements are driven by firm-level, country-level, or 

cultural attributes that significantly influence the reporting quality.  

Therefore, the five equations (Equations 14 - 18) are estimated below. 

Model 3.0 - TQDS 

After computing the TQDS for each annual report type, two growth rates are calculated based 

on the change in TQDS between the first and last reports (Equation 12). The second is calculated 

on the TQDS (TQDS_gr) annual change (Equation 13).  

 



Page | 186  

 

Equation 12 -  TQDS_Growth  

    (TQDS[y_N]- TQDS[y_1])/ TQDS[y_1] 

Where:  y_1 is the first-year report  y_N - final year report. 

Equation 13 - TQDS_gr 

(TQDS[y_N]- TQDS[y_1])/ TQDS[y_1] 

Where:  y_1 is the first-year report    y_N is the next year  

Model 3.1 & 3.2 - Firm-level & Country-level Influences on Disclosure Quality 

Equation 14 – IIRC Database Reporters  

𝑰𝑹𝑹𝑬𝑷𝑶𝑹𝑻𝒊𝒕 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟓𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕

+   𝜷𝟔𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟕𝑨𝑼𝑫𝑰𝑻𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟖𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟗𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎−𝟏𝟒𝑪𝑼𝑳𝑻𝑼𝑹𝑨𝑳𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟓−𝟐𝟎𝑪𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑮𝒐𝑽𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟏−𝟐𝟔𝑬𝒏𝒗𝒊𝒓𝒐𝒏𝒊𝒕 + +𝜷𝟐𝟕−𝟒𝟒𝑮𝑳𝑶𝑩𝑬𝒊𝒕 𝜺𝒊𝒕 

 

Equation 15 – TQDS (Hypotheses B5i) 

𝑻𝑸𝑫𝑺𝒊𝒕 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑹𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕

+  𝜷𝟔𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 +   𝜷𝟕𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟖𝑨𝑼𝑫𝑰𝑻𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟗𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟏−𝟏𝟓𝑪𝑼𝑳𝑻𝑼𝑹𝑨𝑳𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟔−𝟐𝟏𝑪𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑮𝒐𝑽𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟐−𝟐𝟕𝑬𝒏𝒗𝒊𝒓𝒐𝒏𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟖−𝟒𝟓𝑮𝑳𝑶𝑩𝑬𝒊𝒕 𝜺𝒊𝒕 

Where:  

β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β45  The regression coefficients 

i  firm     t  Year 

Ɛ   The error term     

For model 3.1, the dependent variable is the dummy IRReport, and for model 3.2, TQDS is the 

lagged dependent variable. The independent variables are Audit, report type, sustainability type 

and country-level variables. The country-level independent variables (Table 5.36) include the 

six governance metrics (The rule of law, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, 

corporate governance average, WEF Global competitiveness Score and TI corruption 

perception index), five environmental measures (YALEEPI, SSI Human wellbeing, SSI 

Environmental wellbeing, SSI Economic wellbeing, OECD Green Growth Indicator), five 
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Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, Individual versus 

Collective, Masculine versus Feminine and Long-term versus Short-term) and eighteen GLOBE 

dimension with organisational practices and cultural values. The control variables are country, 

sector, report size (page count), IFRS Status, and IFRS Local. The dummy variables created are 

for IR Report and whether the company is Listed. 

Model 3.3,  3.4 & 3.5 - Information Improvements and Readability 

Information improvements consider the total (_Grwth),  annual (_gr) growth in the TQDS score 

and the readability score over the period analysed to ascertain whether there are any influences 

from the firm, country-level governance or cultural characteristics (Francis et al., 2008).  

Therefore, the three sub-equations are estimated below. 

Equation 16 –  Total TQDS Growth Rate (Hypothesis B5ii) 

𝑻𝑸𝑫𝑺_𝑮𝑹𝑾𝑻𝑯𝒊𝒕

=  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑹𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕

+  𝜷𝟔𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 +   𝜷𝟕𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟖𝑨𝑼𝑫𝑰𝑻𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟗𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟏−𝟏𝟓𝑪𝑼𝑳𝑻𝑼𝑹𝑨𝑳𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟔−𝟐𝟏𝑪𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑮𝒐𝑽𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟐−𝟐𝟕𝑬𝒏𝒗𝒊𝒓𝒐𝒏𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟖−𝟒𝟓𝑮𝑳𝑶𝑩𝑬𝒊𝒕 +   𝜺𝒊𝒕 

 

Equation 17 – Annual TQDS Growth Rate (Hypothesis B5iii) 

𝑻𝑸𝑫𝑺_𝒈𝒓𝒊𝒕 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑹𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕

+  𝜷𝟔𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 +   𝜷𝟕𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟖𝑨𝑼𝑫𝑰𝑻𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟗𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟏−𝟏𝟓𝑪𝑼𝑳𝑻𝑼𝑹𝑨𝑳𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟔−𝟐𝟏𝑪𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑮𝒐𝑽𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟐−𝟐𝟕𝑬𝒏𝒗𝒊𝒓𝒐𝒏𝒊𝒕 +   𝜺𝒊𝒕 

 

Equation 18 - Annual Report Readability (Hypothesis B6) 

𝑹𝒆𝒂𝒅𝒂𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚𝒊𝒕−𝟏

=   𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑹𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕

+  𝜷𝟔𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 +   𝜷𝟕𝑳𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟖𝑨𝑼𝑫𝑰𝑻𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟗𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑳𝒐𝒄𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟏−𝟏𝟓𝑪𝑼𝑳𝑻𝑼𝑹𝑨𝑳𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟔−𝟐𝟏𝑪𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝑮𝒐𝑽𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟐−𝟐𝟕𝑬𝒏𝒗𝒊𝒓𝒐𝒏𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝟖−𝟒𝟓𝑮𝑳𝑶𝑩𝑬𝒊𝒕 +   𝜺𝒊𝒕 

Where:  
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β0   The regression intercept    β1….. β45  The regression coefficients 

i  firm     t  Year 

Ɛ   The error term    -1   One-year lagged variable 

The dependent variables are the growth rates in the TQDS  over the period for which the reports 

are available and the readability score. The independent variables are Audit, report type, 

sustainability type and country-level variables. The country-level independent variables (Table 

5.36) include the seven governance metrics (The rule of law, government effectiveness, 

regulatory quality, control of corruption, political stability, WEF Global competitiveness Score 

and TI corruption perception index), five environmental measures (YaleEPI, SSI Human 

wellbeing, SSI Environmental wellbeing, SSI Economic wellbeing, OECD Green Growth 

Indicator), five Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, 

Individual versus Collective, Masculine versus Feminine and Long-term versus Short-term), 

and eighteen GLOBE dimensions. The control variables are country, sector, report size (page 

count), IFRS Status, and IFRS Local. The dummy variables created are for IR Report and whether 

the company is Listed. 

The acronyms and measurements used in the equation models are explained and defined in 

table 5.37. 

5.6.4  Objective Four - Part A - <IR> Adoption and Financial Performance 

 

Objective four investigates the association between <IR> adoption, TQDS and financial 

performance. Since one of the central objectives of this study is to determine whether there are 

any benefits from the adoption of <IR>  on disclosure quality and key financial metrics, it would 

be appropriate to construct a general equation model. In the objective four equation model, the 

financial metrics (dependent variables) consist of twelve dimensions, two ESG, three credit 

rating proxy measures, three valuations measures, two balance sheet measures, and two 

profitability proxy measures. Furthermore, it would be appropriate to ascertain whether the 

firm's corporate governance structure influences the disclosure quality attributes identified in 

models 3.2 - 3.6 (Equations 15 - 18).  

Equation 19 - General regression model 
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𝑭𝒊𝒏𝒂𝒏𝒄𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝑴𝒆𝒕𝒓𝒊𝒄𝒔 

= 𝜶𝟎 +  𝜶𝟏𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕 𝒗𝒂𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒃𝒍𝒆𝒔 + 𝜶𝟐𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒎 𝒍𝒆𝒗𝒆𝒍 𝒗𝒂𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒃𝒍𝒆𝒔 + 𝜶𝟑𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍

+ 𝜶𝟒𝑫𝑼𝑴𝑴𝒀 +  𝜺. 

In addition to the independent variables from the previous regression model (objective 3), five 

new independent variables are added to the model replacing Listing and IFRS Local. Annual 

sales value determines whether organisations are more or less likely to provide additional 

voluntary information. Previous studies indicate that increased sales enhance voluntary 

disclosure; therefore, this model has included it as an independent variable (Dissanayake et al., 

2016; Martínez-Ferrero et al., 2015; Michelon et al., 2015; Oshika & Saka, 2017). Furthermore, 

Bloomberg and Eikon ESG disclosure scores were included as independent variables to counter 

potential bias with the TQDS and RAW TQDS. The equation controls firm size; larger firms have 

more resources to provide increased CSR disclosures. Following the approach of previous 

research, this study utilises market capitalisation as a proxy for firm size (Brammer & Pavelin, 

2006; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015; Burke & Clark, 2016; Chan et al., 2013; Lopes & Coelho, 

2018). 

The acronyms and measurements used in the equation models are explained and defined in 

table 5.37. 

Models 4.0 - 4.4 - Board Influences on Disclosure Quality 

The first model extends the firm-level attributes in objective three to focus on whether the 

board size and structure influence the disclosure quality, TQDS growth, or readability scores.  

The regression equation model (Equations 20) is estimated below to determine the 

relationship between board structure and disclosure quality.  

Equation 20 – Board Composition (Hypothesis A3) 

𝑫𝑽𝟏 − 𝟓𝒊𝒕 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑹𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟒𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏

+  𝜷𝟔𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟕𝑴𝒂𝒓𝒌𝒆𝒕𝑪𝒂𝒑𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟖𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟗𝑺𝒂𝒍𝒆𝒔_𝑹𝒆𝒗_𝑻𝒖𝒓𝒏𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑩𝒐𝒂𝒓𝒅𝑺𝒊𝒛𝒆𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟏𝑪𝑺𝑹_𝑪𝒐𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟐𝑷𝒄𝒕_𝑰𝒏𝒅𝒆𝒑𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟑𝑬𝑺𝑮_𝑳𝒊𝒏𝒌𝒆𝒅_𝑪𝒐𝒎𝒑𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟒𝑩𝑩𝑬𝑺𝑮𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟓𝑬𝑰𝑲𝑶𝑵𝑬𝑺𝑮𝒊𝒕−𝟏 +   𝜺𝒊𝒕 

Where:  

β0   Regression intercept    β1….. β15  Regression coefficients 
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i  firm     t  Year 

Ɛ   Error term    -1   One-year lagged variable 

DV1   IR Report - lagged   DV2   TQDS - Lagged   

DV3   TQDS_Grwth (Total)   DV4  TQDS_gr (Annual Growth)  

DV5  Readability Score  - Lagged 

The five dependent variables are IRReport, TQDS (one-year lag), Readability (one-year lag), 

annual TQDS growth rate, and Total TQDS growth rate. The independent variables are sales 

revenue, report type, sustainability type and board attributes, the board size, percentage of 

independent directors, CSR committee, and whether the board’s compensation is linked to ESG.  

The control variables are country, sector, report size (page count), and firm size (market 

capitalisation) (Lee & Yeo, 2015). The dummy variables created were for IR Report. 

Models 4.5 - 4.16 - The Influence of  <IR> Adoption and Disclosure Quality on ESG and Financial 

Metrics 

The financial metrics consist of twelve dependent variables.  

4.5 Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Score 

(-1 lag) – HB7 

4.6 Eikon ESG Disclosure Score (-1 

lag) – HB7 

4.7 Weighted Average Cost of Capital 

(WACC) – HB2 

4.8 Weighted Cost of Debt 

(WACDebt) – HB2 

4.9 Risk Premium – HB2 

4.10 Enterprise Value – HB3 

4.11 Market Capitalisation – HB3 

4.12 TOBINQ – HB3 

4.13 Return on Assets (ROA) – HB4 

4.14 Free Cashflow – HB4 

4.15 Net Assets – HB1 

4.16 Retained Earnings – HB1  

HBn = Hypothesis B reference number 

The following equation (Equation 21) is estimated to determine reporting quality and <IR> 

adoption on financial metrics.  
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Equation 21 

𝟒. 𝟓 − 𝟒. 𝟏𝟔 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑹𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟒𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏

+  𝜷𝟔𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟕𝑴𝒂𝒓𝒌𝒆𝒕𝑪𝒂𝒑𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟖𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟗𝑺𝒂𝒍𝒆𝒔_𝑹𝒆𝒗_𝑻𝒖𝒓𝒏𝒊𝒕

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑩𝑩𝑬𝑺𝑮𝑫𝑰𝑺𝑪𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟏𝑬𝑰𝑲𝑶𝑵𝑬𝑺𝑮𝑫𝑰𝑺𝑪𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟐𝑻𝑸𝑫𝑺𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟑𝑹𝑨𝑾𝑻𝑸𝑫𝑺𝒊𝒕−𝟏

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟒𝑳𝒆𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒈𝒆𝒊𝒕 +   𝜺𝒊𝒕 

Where:  

β0   Regression intercept    β1….. β14  Regression coefficients 

i  firm     t  Year 

Ɛ   error term    -1   One-year lagged variable 

As with previous models, the independent variables include the report type, the firm’s Sust Type, 

sales revenue turnover, Eikon/Bloomberg ESG score, TQDS, RAW TQDS and leverage. The control 

variables include Country, IFRS Status, Sector, Size (Market Capitalisation), and Report size (page 

count). The dummy variable was created for IRReport (1 if an IR report, or 0 otherwise). 

The acronyms and measurements used in the equation models are explained and defined in 

Table 5.37. 

5.6.5  Objective Four - Part B - Detailed TQDS Analysis  

 

In addition to the regression models discussed in objective four, it was necessary to investigate 

the dependent variables in models further (B) 4.5 - 4.16 to ascertain more understanding of the 

results of the regression model tests. Therefore, an additional regression model was developed 

to analyse the influence of each element of the TQDS on the dependent variables discussed in 

objective four-part A (Equation 22). Furthermore, the Bloomberg and Eikon ESG disclosure 

score was also separated into their individual Environmental, Governance, and Social scores as 

dependent variables (B4.17 - B4.22) to ascertain whether they had significant influential TQDS 

elements. The following equation is estimated.  
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Equation 22 - Quality Attributes Regression Testing 

𝑩𝟒. 𝟓 − 𝑩𝟒. 𝟐𝟐 =  𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑺𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝑹𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟒𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕−𝟏

+ 𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒂𝒈𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏 +  𝜷𝟔𝑺𝒖𝒔𝒕_𝑻𝒚𝒑𝒆𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟕𝑴𝒂𝒓𝒌𝒆𝒕𝑪𝒂𝒑𝒊𝒕 +  𝜷𝟖𝑰𝑭𝑹𝑺𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒕

+  𝜷𝟗𝑺𝒂𝒍𝒆𝒔_𝑹𝒆𝒗_𝑻𝒖𝒓𝒏𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎𝑪𝑰𝑹𝑭𝑹𝑨𝑴𝑬𝑾𝑶𝑹𝑲𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟏𝑨𝑼𝑫𝑰𝑻𝒊𝒕−𝟏

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟐𝑵𝒐𝒓𝒎𝑹𝒆𝒂𝒅𝒂𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟑𝑵𝒐𝒓𝒎𝑻𝒐𝒏𝒆𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟒𝑵𝒐𝒓𝒎𝑺𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏

+ 𝜷𝟏𝟓𝑹𝑨𝑾𝑹𝒆𝒂𝒅𝒂𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟔𝑹𝑨𝑾𝑻𝒐𝒏𝒆𝒊𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜷𝟏𝟕𝑹𝑨𝑾𝑺𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒕−𝟏 +   𝜺𝒊𝒕 

Where:  

β0   Regression intercept    β1….. β17  Regression coefficients 

i  firm     t  Year 

Ɛ   error term    -1   One-year lagged variable 

The additional dependent variables are as follows: 

B4.17 Bloomberg ESG Social Score   B4.18  Bloomberg ESG Environmental Score 

B4.19  Bloomberg ESG Governance Score  B4.20 Eikon ESG Social Score 

B4.21 Eikon ESG Environmental Score B4.22  Eikon ESG Governance Score 

 

The additional independent variables used in this regression model have been discussed 

extensively in the content analysis DICTION calculated variables sections 5.5.5 and 5.5.6.  

 

5.6.6  Empirical Model – Regression Diagnostics  

 

The regression diagnostics employed for the empirical models were organised based on the 

type of dependent variable and the design of the regression model (Baltagi, 2021). Therefore, 

the regression diagnostics implemented to test the reliability and validity of the regression 

model were specific to each regression type and structure (Logistic, Poisson, and Linear). 

Consequently, to ensure the empirical models met the basic regression assumptions, post-

estimation commands were implemented covered areas of goodness-of-fit, model specification, 

stationarity (Augmented-Dickey-Fuller test), heterogeneity, serial correlation, 

heteroskedasticity (Breusch-Pagan test), homoskedasticity, autocorrelation, normality, and 

multicollinearity (vif).  
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Furthermore, additional verification tests to ensure the integrity of the models were performed 

for endogeneity (Durbin, Wu-Hausman, and overidentification tests), fixed and random-effects 

(Hausman Test). Consequently, STATA's diagnostic procedures were implemented using the 

standard commands and tools guided by prior research (Cameron & Trivedi, 2009; Hsiao, 2014; 

Long, 1997; StataCorp, 2013; Wooldridge, 2009). 

5.7  Chapter Conclusion 

 

The chapter reiterated this studies broadened theoretical foundations, adopting a positivist 

research philosophy with a fundamentalist objectivist paradigm. Consequently, deductive 

reasoning implements a broad to a specific approach to testing theory,  confirming the use of 

secondary data sources. Adopting an ‘archival strategy’ enhances the research by utilising three 

quantitative mixed-method analysis techniques: document analysis, manual content analysis, 

and automated content analysis.  

Additionally, the formulated seven research questions compelled the approach adopted in the 

research methodology, methods, and techniques. Furthermore, it has been instrumental in 

determining the collection and selection of the samples and the tools used to analyse the data. 

It further lays the foundations for the mathematical equations and regression models to 

produce the analysis and results in the coming chapters. The next chapter progresses with the 

statistical analysis by providing the data analysis and key findings of the research.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS, AND 

CONCLUSION 
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Chapter Six       Data Analysis and Key Findings 
 

6.  Introduction  

 

This chapter focuses on meeting the main research objectives by analysing data to provide 

essential findings in answering the research questions posed in chapter one. Subsequently, this 

forms the basis for critically evaluating the hypotheses from chapter three in the final section 

of each objective. Therefore the chapter has the following structure, and section one will dissect 

and solve objective one concerning the global diffusion rates of <IR>, GRI and IFRS.  Section two 

provides a critical evaluation of the country factors (Government, Environmental policy, or 

cultural characteristics) that form the basis for assessing the determinants that influence the 

organisation's decision to adopt and the rate of adoptions in a country. Section three scrutinizes 

and solves whether the quality of the <IR> reports and reporting methodology improves post-

adoption. The final section determines whether the  <IR>  and disclosure ‘quality’ (TQDS) has 

any financial implications (ESG scores, credit ratings and financial metrics) for the organisation 

and its stakeholders.  

6.1 Objective One - Diffusion Of Innovations in Reporting  

 

No Objective(s) Question(s) 

1 Critically evaluate the global diffusion and adoption rates 

of <IR>.  

Q1 - What are the different rates of diffusion and 

adoption between <IR>, GRI and IFRS? 

Q2 - At what stage are these frameworks in the 

diffusion and adoption lifecycle? 

 

Before delivering a consolidated global analysis of the three reporting methodologies, it is 

necessary to summarise core information to lay the foundations of the data analysis.  That will 

enable answering the core elements of objective one and support the appropriate like-for-like 

comparisons for the diffusion and adoption rates for voluntary reporting frameworks.  

6.1.1  Global <IR> Diffusion 

 

The diffusion of  <IR> from the early pilot study of 292 companies has established a steady 

growth, with the diffusion slope showing a steep upward gradient (figure 6.1). The total number 

of <IR> adoptions by 2018 is 2,234.  
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Figure 6.1 - Diffusion of <IR> 

 

The summary analysis is provided in Table 6.1, with an average of 29.1% annual adoption rates, 

with most being from the European region (12.7%) and the remaining areas having between 

5.2% - 5.8%.  

Table 6.1 - Summary <IR> Adoption Analysis 

 

The GAR for <IR>  is 11.1%, with Europe providing the majority at 4.6% and the remaining 

regions at 1.9% - 2.7%. The regional CAGR rate range from 22.3% to 30.9%, with a global CAGR 

of  25.4%. 

The comparison of the diffusion growth and adoption allocations for each global region is 

provided in figures 6.2 and 6.3. The average yearly adoption rate is between 27.4% and 32.3%; 

therefore, there is no significant variation among the different areas.  Figure 6.2 exhibits that 

three regions have almost identical growth patterns over the last nine years, with a slight 

upturn toward 2017/2018 for the Asia Pacific region. 

Most <IR> adoptions have been in the European region, with 41% of the total. The Asia Pacific 

has 24% of the total, with AME and the Americas having 17% and 18%, respectively. The 
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within-regional adoption rate is static at 11.1% for all regions, supporting the GAR calculation 

of 11.1%. 

Figure 6.2 - Comparison of <IR> Diffusion Figure 6.3 - Comparison of <IR> Adoptions 

  

 

The sector analysis shows total adoptions are sector-driven, with Financial Services (372), 

Energy and Energy Utilities (238), Real Estate (107) and Food and Beverages (115) as the 

adopting sectors.  The sector CAGR ranges from  15.5% to 44.2% (Appendix A1 - 5). The total 

number of voluntary adoptions is 80.6% or 1,801, excluding South Africa and Brazil, which are 

mandated with comply or explain provisions.   

The detailed <IR> analysis is provided in Appendix A1 to support this analysis further. 

6.1.2  Global GRI Diffusion  

 

The diffusion of GRI has been gradual, with its acceptance by the mainstream business 

community growing since 2005/2006.  The diffusion slope displays a steeper upward gradient 

as the annual growth rate increases (figure 6.4).  

Figure 6.4 - GRI Diffusion 
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The total number of adoption by 2018 was 9,422,  which allocated 36.5% to the European 

region, 32.2% to the Asia Pacific region, 25.6% to the Americas region and AME with 5.8%. 

Although AME and the other areas have a significant allocation difference, the CAGR  is very 

similar, 31.5%, compared to between 30.2% and 35.8%, with a  global CAGR of 32.0% (Table 

6.2).  

Table 6.2 - Summary of GRI Analysis 

 

GRI has an average AR of 30.3%, mainly coming from Europe (13.3%), Asia Pacific (7.4%), and 

the Americas  (8.2%). The GAR is 5.0%, supported by the within-region RAR of 5%; the regional 

average yearly AR ranges between 25.2% and 32.2%.  

The regional analysis of the diffusion slopes (figure 6.5) displays a similar gradient pattern for 

the three regions. The Asia Pacific and Americas regions are almost identical in the number of 

adoptions, with Europe having the highest number of adoptions and AME the lowest. This 

conclusion, supported by figure 6.6, confirms that the number of adoption grows significantly 

for the three regions but remains constant for AME, with only a slight growth factor exhibited. 

The Americas upward slope reduced from 2015 when the growth in the number of adoptions 

slowed.  

Figure 6.5 - GRI Regional Diffusion 

 



Page | 199  

 

The sector analysis indicates that GRI adoption is a sector driven by total adoption, including 

Financial Services (1,071), Energy and Energy Utilities (971), Food and Beverages (573) and 

Not-For-Profit Organisations (941). The sector CAGR ranges from 13.4% to 42.1% (Appendix 

A2 -3) 

Figure 6.6 - Comparision of GRI Regional Adoptions 

 

A detailed analysis of GRI diffusion is provided in Appendix A2.  

 

6.1.3  Diffusion and Adoption of IFRS 

 

6.1.3.1  Global Country Analysis of IFRS Diffusion 

 

The first stage of the research is to understand how standard-setting frameworks are accepted 

and diffusion across the globe from non-government regulatory agencies, such as the  IASB, UN, 

OECD, and World Bank. Therefore, measuring the acceptance of global reporting standards is 

conducted by analysing the outcome. If accepted, national governments will implement IFRS 

standards into national GAAPs for listed companies or all registered country-based 

organisations. Consequently, the analysis of 217 global countries was conducted to ascertain 

the following information i)  year of adoption, ii) type of adoption, and iii) whether IFRS was 

implemented into national GAAPs for use by ‘local’ country-based organisations (Appendix A3-

1).  
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Figure 6.7 - IFRS Adoption Types Figure 6.8 - IFRS Implementation to 'Local' GAAP 

  

 

This analysis indicates that 92.7% of countries have implemented IFRS over the past forty-eight 

years, with a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 14.2%. The mandatory or voluntary 

implementation type is 77.9% (CAGR: 13.7%) and 14.8% (CAGR: 0.7%), respectively (figure 

6.7). Only 51% of these adoptions result in IFRS being implemented into national GAAPS for 

local SME organisations (figure 6.8).   

Figure 6.9 - IFRS Diffusion 

 

The diffusion line presented in Figure 6.9 suggests a slow and extended diffusion period from 

1990 to 2020) for the acceptance of global reporting standards. The average annual adoption 

rate for the 26 periods is 3.5%. Consequently, two spikes appear in the data for 2005 and 2019. 

The first spike in the data relates to adopting IFRS in the European Union for all 37 member 

states. Interestingly the second unusual occurrence is the acceptance of IFRS from the Union 

Economique et Monétaire Ouest Africaine (UEMOA) [West African Economic and Monetary 
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Union], and Organisation pours l’Harmonisation en Afrique du Droit des Affaires (OHADA) in 

2019.   

Figure 6.10 - IFRS Diffusion Type MAP (2020) 

 

 

The analysis and geographical representation (figure 6.10) highlighted clustering elements 

between countries where regional unions are prevalent. Interestingly, there are elements of 

clustering exhibited in countries that do not permit the use of  IFRS.  Notwithstanding these 

clustering elements, the accumulative adoptions for the global countries follow and support the 

S-curve of DOI theory, even with an extended diffusion period.  

6.1.3.2  Summary IFRS Diffusion 

 

The detailed IFRS diffusion analysis is provided in Appendix A3 1 - 9. Therefore, all reported 

information has been extracted from that analysis for this summary analysis section. The 

country analysis indicated that 92.7% of global countries had adopted IFRS by 2019. Therefore, 

there is an expectation that by the end of 2019, 43,156 listed companies should have 

implemented IFRS. Consequently, of the 46,555 companies investigated to ascertain the 

reporting methodology applied to the annual financial statements, by the end of  2019, 69.6% 

(32,385) of companies had adopted IFRS, with 30.4% (14,170) reporting in alternative GAAPs 
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(figure 6.11).  The 7.3% of countries that do not permit IFRS standards translates into over a 

third (30.4%) of the global listed company.  

Figure 6.11 - Global Listed Companies Reporting GAAPs 

 

 

Before 2000, only 533 global companies had implemented IFRS, but by 2019, 32,385 companies 

had implemented IFRS. Therefore, IFRS  has seen significant growth since 2004/5 (figure 6.12), 

partly due to the EU endorsing its use throughout its member state.  

 

Figure 6.12 - IFRS Diffusion Chart 

 

Additionally, The World Bank, OECD, UN and various international development funds require 

developing countries to commit to or have adopted International Accounting Standards to 

receive grants and other financial assistance or loans (Ramanna & Sletten, 2009; The World 

Bank Institute, 2009). The influence and endorsement from several world organisations 

resulted in a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 22.8%. The CAGR for the number of 
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global listed companies during the same period is only 1.1% (2000: 39,148 - 2019: 48,369). The 

average number of companies adopting IFRS  before 2004 was 290 annually. After 2004, the 

average annual adoptions increased to 2,062 with a 20-year average of 1,619.  

 

Figure 6.13 - IFRS Adoptions by Year 

 

In figure 6.13, the allocation of voluntary adoptions has remained constant, with no significant 

deviations from the early flexibility afforded companies in certain countries with a CAGR of 

11.5%. However, there was a substantial increase in mandatory adoptions (CAGR: 44.4%) 

during the same period. Therefore, the regulatory-enforced endorsement is the preferred 

implementation method for many countries, with IFRS superseding national GAAPS.  

Figure 6.14 - IFRS Region Comparison 
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The diffusion pattern for the individual global regions (figure 6.14) shows significant variations 

between different economic areas. The Asia-Pacific region had two periods of considerable 

increases in IFRS adoptions, from 2005 to 2008 and 2010 to 2018.  Europe has an extended 

diffusion slope after the initial mass adoption between 2004 and 2005. The Americas, including 

North America, Latin America, and Canada, have a long narrow gradient diffusion slope.  

Notwithstanding the diffusion pattern, it’s worth noting in North America; the SEC prohibits 

using IFRS for listed companies. However, dual-listed or foreign-registered companies can file 

IFRS Financial Reports with the SEC and relevant stock exchange. Therefore, this anomaly 

accounts for the low adoption rate exhibited in the Americas. Africa and the Middle East (AME) 

also have a long narrow gradual diffusion slope.  

Table 6.3 - Summary of IFRS Regional Adoptions 

 

The growth rates vary considerably depending on the number of listed companies available to 

adopt and the country’s stock exchange system structure. The largest region (based on the 

number of companies) is Asia Pacific, with a CAGR of 58.0%. The smallest region is AME, which 

has a CAGR of 6.4%; the Americas have a CAGR of 12.8% and Europe with 22.8% (Table  6.3).  

Table 6.4 - Summary of IFRS Adoption Rate 
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The global adoption rate (GAR) based on the average annual adoption is  5%.  Table 6.4 provides 

the split between mandatory and voluntary AR and the regional breakdown.  Furthermore, the 

yearly adoptions Regional Average Rate (RAR) are 5%, supporting the global calculation. 

6.1.4  Comparison of Diffusion and Adoption Rates between IFRS, <IR> and GRI 

 

The following comparison of IFRS, <IR>, and GRI will cover areas of analysis fundamental to 

provide a global context through the historical evolution of their diffusion patterns and 

adoption rates. Consequently, the research uncovered similarities between their acceptance 

from stakeholders, thus providing the appropriate context between mandatory and voluntary 

regulatory policy.  

Figure 6.15 - Comparison of Diffusion Slopes Figure 6.16 - Voluntary Diffusion Comparison 

  

 

The diffusion slope of the reporting frameworks in figure 6.15  demonstrates the fundamental 

difference between state-enforced mandatory adoption and firm-level voluntary adoption. The 

IFRS line had a significantly steeper diffusion pattern from 2004 when its use became mandated 

internationally. Before 2004, and from the IASC's inception in 1973, IFRS was voluntary, and as 

figure 6.15 suggests, the number of companies adopting IFRS in the previous 30 years was 515 

(Table 6.5). The average adoption rate ranges from 20.5% to 30.3%, with GRI and <IR> 29.1% 

and 30.3%, respectively.  Based on the average yearly adoptions for IFRS and GRI, the global 

adoption rate is 5%, and for <IR> 11.1%. 

Therefore, to provide a like-for-like comparison between the frameworks, figure 6.16 isolates 

global voluntary adoptions, presenting a different diffusion slope. The GRI initiative shows a 

significant increase in adoption after 2007, whereas  <IR> starts with a higher gradient and 

steadier climb after the IRF release.  Therefore, this suggests that voluntary adoptions follow a  



Table 6.5 - Summary of Global Adoptions 

 



similar adoption curve with a long initial acceptance phase with early adopters. The CAGR for voluntary 

adoption of IFRS is 19.6%, <IR> 25.3% and GRI 54.0% (Years 1-9).   

Figure 6.17 - Year 1 to 9 - Voluntary Adoptions 

 

When comparing GRI and <IR> sector analysis, it is apparent that the same sectors have driven 

their adoption. Over one-third of adoption comes from five key sectors: Financial Services, 

Energy and Energy Utilities, Real Estate and Not-For-Profit Organisations. Therefore, the GRI 

sector analysis has driven <IR> adoptions in those sectors. 

Table 6.6 - Regional Adoption Comparison 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.18 - Europe - Total Adoptions Comparison Figure 6.19 - Americas - Total Adoptions Comparison 

  

Figure 6.20 - Asia-Pacific - Total Adoption Comparison Figure 6.21 - AME - Total Adoptions Comparison 

  



Consequently, it is interesting to understand the evolution post-release of the frameworks. 

Therefore, the first nine years have been analysed (figure 6.17). The pilot study implemented 

by <IR>  enabled it to build momentum and the number of adoptions earlier compared to the 

IFRS and GRI frameworks. The IIRC takes advantage of the continued growth in stakeholders' 

accepting global accounting and reporting standards.  

The region allocation of each of the frameworks presents a similar diffusion pattern, with the 

total number of adoptions for <IR> and GRI not varying significantly between regions (figures 

6.18 - 6.21). The CAGR ranges between 17.2% and 32.0%, and GAR of 5% and 11% supports 

the global average (Table 6.6). If considering IFRS as a benchmark for the <IR> and GRI 

frameworks, significant growth is still required to achieve these levels of adoption.  With AME,  

Europe and the Americas regions, the gap between them is considerably less than in the Asia 

Pacific region, with over 18,796 IFRS adoptions. But still, a significant hill to climb for these 

sustainability frameworks provides some context for the lifecycle stage analysis. 

6.1.5  IFRS, <IR> and GRI Lifecycle Stage 

 

Q2 - At what stage are these frameworks in the diffusion and adoption lifecycle? 

This section is focused on answering the second question of the first objective. Therefore, it 

would be appropriate to understand the penetration of each of these frameworks and put them 

in context compared to the total number of listed companies globally. The lifecycle stage will be 

determined based on Roger’s Diffusion of Innovation model, focusing on the firm to aid 

comparison (Rogers, 1995).  

Figure 6.22 - Global Listed Company Comparison 
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Consequently, figure 6.22 presents insight into the adoption pattern of the number of listed 

companies that have adopted each framework compared to the listed global total. The 

international ‘domestic’ is registered and listed on the country’s stock exchange. The total 

minimum number of companies per country has been collated equal to 48,369 (World Bank, 

2020). The total number of globally listed companies, including non-domestic companies, 

equals 52,270, a difference of approx. 10% are cross-border listings. Of the 3,901 companies, 

many are dual listings on multiple exchanges, and prudently, these were excluded from the total 

analysis.  

Table 6.7 - DOI - Category Allocation 

 

There is a remarkable difference between mandatory and voluntary frameworks.  IFRS total 

international adoptions equal only 67.0%, GRI is 10.7%, and <IR> is 3.0% of the total 48,369. 

In allocating the total number of listed companies’ percentage to 100% dispersion (48,369) to 

each diffusion category (Table 6.7). The diffusion category can be ascertained for each 

reporting framework.   
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Figure 6.23 - DOI Lifecycle Stages 

 

Based on the accumulative number of global adoptions, IFRS is in the late majority stage, and 

GRI and <IR> are in the early-adopters stage. The visual representation is shown in Figure 6.23. 

For the standard distribution of annual and accumulative adoptions, the red arrow marks the 

crossing of the axis, with the number of years taken to reach that point. This slow adoption is 

particularly reminiscent of preventative innovations, as organisations fail to perceive the 

sustainability reporting innovations' relative advantages and merits. 

6.2 Objective Two - Determinants of <IR> Adoption 

 

2 Analyse the global reporting environment, placing <IR> in 

context with other international organisations and measures 

indicating a country's willingness to embrace innovations in 

corporate reporting. 

Q3 - What country, industry or firm-level 

determinants are likely to influence the adoption 

decision? 

 

 

6.2.1  Descriptive Results 

 

After the diffusion of innovation comparative analysis of IFRS, GRI and <IR>, it is appropriate 

to ascertain whether national-level factors such as government effectiveness, environmental 

policy, or cultural dimensions encourage and stimulate the firm-led adoption decision.  

Therefore, each of the developed hypotheses from chapter three will be analysed to form a 

conclusion and answer objective two and question three.  
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Following the detailed sample analysis in section 5.7, placing the data in context would be 

crucial. Therefore, the descriptive statistics for models 2.1 to 2.7 are provided in Appendix A4 

- 1 and A4 - 2.  

The cross-sectional data of 14,419 international organisations was allocated a country and 

cultural assessment score based on their country of registration.  The World Bank corporate 

governance and effectiveness components with a scoring methodology of -2.5 - 2.5 with a 

normal distribution and a mean of zero. Across the six indicators, the average score is 0.6850, 

which indicates a more robust governance performance. The lowest performing is political 

stability and no violence, with a mean score of 0.2575. The highest score concerns government 

effectiveness, with 0.9265. The WEFGCS has a maximum score of 5.8577, with an average of 

4.5754, suggesting more international cooperation and openness. Conflicting with these 

measures is the Transparency International CPI, with the needle just over the mid-point, 

indicating a perception of increased global corruption.  

The environmental policy indicators were equally uninspiring, with many performing below 

average or even at the lowest quartile.  One of the worst-performing measures in the study 

concerns the SolAbility, which measures the Global Sustainable Competitiveness Index 

covering aspects such as resource intensity, focusing on the three capitals (social, natural, and 

intellectual), and sustainability competitiveness. Out of 100, the mean was 30.0259.  The 

YALEEPI does slightly better, with a mean of 60.76 out of 100. The three SSI Economic and 

Human well-being perform above average (6.96 and 5.02), but the environmental measures 

present a lower performance with 3.63. These below-average environmental scores are 

supported by the indicator published by the OECD on production-based CO2 productivity (GDP 

per unit of energy-related CO2 emissions). That suggests a maximum of  $16 of GDP is generated 

per kilogram of  CO2 emissions, with an average GDP of $5.05 per kilogram of CO2.  

Interestingly, Hofstede’s cultural dimensions support the results from the World Bank 

government effectiveness scores. The cultural aspects suggest that countries are slightly more 

individualistic than collective, with a more significant power distance separation and a short-

term future orientation. Although, countries exhibit uncertainty avoidance with a mean score 

of 60.34. The GLOBE assessment of cultural values versus practices suggests a slight difference 

between the country’s cultural values and the organisation's practices. The most significant gap 

between country and organisation concerns the power distance relationship, with the 

organisation practices having a significantly higher mean score (5.11) than the cultural values 

(2.68). The Pearson correlation matrix for models 2.1 to 2.7 is in Appendix A5 -1 & 2. Several 
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variables exhibit strong correlations, and the regression diagnostics indicated there were 

severe multicollinearity issues with the cultural dimensions of the study due to this high 

correlation and the vif statistic.  

6.2.2  Empirical Results 

 

6.2.2.1  Individual Firm Adoption 

 

The regression results in Table 6.8 reveal that the firm-level attributes, including the 

organisation's size and type, level of assurance conducted, and IFRS status, are all statistically 

significant at 5%.  Additionally, the type of GRI implemented within the organisation is also 

statistically significant at 10%.  Although statistically significant p-values presented, the odds 

ratio distance from 1.0 denotes the strength of the association. The further the distance from 

1.0, the stronger the association and the causal relationship that can be inferred.  

The organisation's size with an odds ratio (OR) and (p-value) of 1.29 (0.000) is more likely to 

implement <IR> based on the organisation's size than by chance alone. However, with an OR of 

0.8988 (0.048), the type of organisational is less likely to implement <IR>. The GRI level 

implemented has an OR of 1.7743 (0.072), seeing almost twice the occurrence of <IR> adoption 

in companies implementing this sustainability framework. Additionally, the level of the 

assurance has a more significant association with <IR> adoption (OR: 1.3869 p-value: 0.003) 

than organisations that do not have an audit. Countries that mandate IFRS use have a more 

significant association with <IR>  (OR: 1.7630 p-value: 0.007).  

Six other statistically significant results are present when considering country-level corporate 

governance factors. Listing status (OR: 1.3846 p-value: 0.005), country (OR: 1.0066 p-value: 

0.095), and the strongest association is with control of corruption (OR: 2.0433 p-value: 0.003) 

are positively associated with <IR>  and are statistically significant at 5% and 10%. Three 

statistically significant country determinants are negatively associated with <IR>, including 

political stability and no violence (OR: 0.7105 p-value: 0.071), voice and accountability (OR: 

0.5765 p-value: 0.052), and regulatory quality (OR: 0.6271 p-value: 0.036).  

Furthermore, when considering an additional forty-two variables covering a country’s 

environmental performance, cultural values, and organisation practices, only fifteen have a 

statistical significance of more than a 10% confidence level. The most striking result is an 

organisation is three times more likely to adopt <IR> if the country has implemented IFRS for 
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all organisations (OR: 2.7103 p-value: 0.003). When considering other environmental 

performance, countries that score highly on TICPI (OR: 1.0376),  YALEEPI (OR:1.000), 

SolAbility (OR: 1.0012), and SSI Human & Environmental well-being (OR: 1.0521 & 1.0655) 

have a more significant association with <IR> adoption than those that do not score highly. 

Equally, organisations are more likely to conduct an external assurance on their <IR> when 

aligned with a country's environmental performance (OR: 1.7437).  

Interestingly, countries with more direct social assertiveness values are twice as likely to adopt 

<IR> than less assertive cultures (OR: 1.9169). However, a slight negative association between 

WEFGCS (OR: 0.9393), institutional collectivism practices (OR: 0.7744), masculinity versus 

femininity (OR:0.9997)  and sectors  (OR: 0.9930) with <IR> adoption is more concerning. 

Although not every negative is negative, performance-orientated values organisations are less 

likely to adopt <IR> than those not as focused on performance metrics (OR:0.9026 p-value: 

0.064). Additionally, countries with future-orientated values are more likely to favour adopting 

<IR> (OR: 1.1453) than less future-orientated organisations. 
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Table 6.8 - Model 2.1 - 2.4 - Regression Results 

 



Table 6.9 - Model 2.5 - 2.7 - Multivariant Regression Results 
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6.2.2.2   Country Adoption Rates 

 

The results of the accumulative count regression models are presented in Table 6.9. Many 

factors positively and negatively influence a country’s adoption rates. However, the first model 

in the table shows one positive and two negative associated IRR (Incidence-Rate-Ratios) when 

considering that corporate governance effectiveness is statistically significant. There is an 

expected increase in <IR> adoptions for every GRI adoption by 1.0343 times when holding all 

other variables constant. Conversely, there is a reduction in the number of <IR> adoptions in 

countries with high scores in regulatory quality (10%) and political stability and no violence 

(5%) by 0.7378 and 0.7338 times, holding all other variables constant.  

When considering a country’s environmental performance, two positive, statistically significant 

factors emerge IFRS status and SSI environmental well-being.  <IR> is adopted 1.7284 times 

more for countries with a positive IFRS status, holding all other variables constant. SSI 

environmental and human well-being, there is a factor of 1.0418 and 1.0264 increase in 

adoptions of <IR> for every unit of growth.   However, for every unit of increase in SSI economic 

well-being (IRR: 0.9900), Power distance (IRR: 0.9999), and Masculinity versus Femininity 

(IRR: 0.9999), there is a decrease in <IR> adoptions holding all other variables constant.  

Interestingly, when adding in the GLOBE dimensions produces a statistically significant result 

for every unit of increase in  IFRS, there is an associated increase in <IR> adoptions by the factor 

of 1.0004, holding all other variables constant. For every unit of collective institutional practice, 

there is an increase in the rate of <IR> adoptions by a factor of 1.3455, holding all other 

variables constant. Human-oriented values will reduce adoptions by 0.8818 for each unit 

increase, holding all other variables constant. Additionally, for each unit of growth in the power 

distance, values will reduce adoptions by 0.6422 times, holding all other variables constant. 

6.2.3  Formal Testing of Hypotheses 

 

The following section provides the formal assessment of hypothesis A, developed in chapter 

three. Therefore, it systematically focuses on the determinants of the adoption decision by 

consolidating Tables 6.8 and 6.9 using the reported p-values to determine whether to accept or 

reject the hypothesis based on these regression results. The regression models used for the 

assessment are statistically significant with high explanatory power, as the  WALD chi2 is 

greater than the 5% (0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, & 0.000). 
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Meeting Shareholder Expectations 

The first hypothesis to be assessed concerns the adoption rates of <IR> and whether these are 

associated with other frameworks to provide evidence models 2.5 to 2.7 are analysed. All three 

models' adoption rates of GRI are statistically significant at 5% (0.000, 0.001, & 0.000).  

Therefore there is evidence to support the rejection of the null hypothesis in support of the 

alternative.  

HA - The <IR> adoption rates are not associated with other voluntarily adopted frameworks or 

standards. 

Result:  REJECT 

Sector 

The sector z scores are negatively associated with IR adoption, and the p-values are not 

statistically significant at 5%.  Therefore, these tests failed to reject the null hypothesis, and 

there is not enough evidence against the null hypothesis.    

HA1 -  The rate of <IR> adoption is not associated with the sector.  

Result:  ACCEPT 

Sustainability Measurement and Report Type 

The following hypothesis assesses the relationship between <IR> adoption and other 

sustainability frameworks. The results for the GRI count are statistically significant, p-value 

greater than 5% confidence level in models 2.5 to 2.7 (0.000, 0.001, & 0.000) and the GRI type 

models 2.1 to 2.4 ( 0.072 & 0.003).  

Therefore, there is enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis and favour the alternative 

hypothesis. 

HA2i - There is no association between sustainability measurement and <IR> adoption rate. 

Result:  REJECT   

HA2ii - There is no association between report type and <IR> adoption rate. 

Result:  REJECT   

The World Bank - Governance Indicators 
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The hypothesis assesses whether there is a link between producing an <IR> and the number of 

adoptions. First, it would be appropriate to consider a <IR> production effect at the firm level 

(model 2.2). Only two government effectiveness measures are statistically significant at 5%, 

with a positive influence of WBGECC (0.003) and a negative influence of WBGERQ (0.036). The 

second consideration is whether the government's effectiveness affects a country's rate of 

adoption (model 2.5).  One measure reduces a country’s adoption rate, WBGEPSNV (0.038), 

which is statistically significant at 5%. Therefore, there is insufficient evidence to reject the null 

hypothesis across all six measures.  

HA4 - There is no association between <IR> adoption rates and governance effectiveness. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

World Economic Forum (WEF) - Global Competitiveness Index 

There is a negative effect between the <IR> report and the WEFGCS (0.003), which is 

statistically significant at  5%. However, no statistically significant impact translates into the 

country’s adoption rate. Therefore, there is not enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  

HA5 - Lower competitiveness scores suggest a reduced regulatory environment that causes less 

disclosure and lower <IR> adoption rates. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

Transparency International - Corruption Perception Index 

TICPI (0.008) assessment is statistically significant at 5% for <IR>  adoption.  Therefore, there 

is evidence to reject the null hypothesis supporting the alternative that can be accepted. 

HA6 - There is an association in the adoption of <IR> in high perceived corrupt countries  

Result:   REJECT 

YALE/WEF - Environmental Policy Index 

The assessment of  YALE EPI (0.05) and the adoption of  <IR>  is statistically significant at 5%. 

However, there is no statistically significant association between a country’s adoption rate and 

EPI.  However, for this hypothesis assessment, there is evidence of an association that rejects 

the null hypothesis supporting the alternative.  

HA7 - <IR>  is not associated with EPI scores and environmental policy development. 
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Result:  REJECT 

SolAbility Organisation - Global Sustainable Competitive Index 

The results from the hypothesis test are statistically significant at 5% for GSCISolA (0.000) and 

<IR> adoption. However, a country’s adoption rates have no statistically significant result. 

Therefore, there is not enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 

HA8 - There is no association between a country’s <IR> adoption rates and GSCI performance. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

Sustainable Society Index - Well-Being Indicators 

The results of this hypothesis test are statistically significant at 5% for companies adopting the 

<IR> for human well-being (0.028) and environmental well-being (0.002) but not for economic 

well-being.  When considering a country’s adoption rate, there is no statistically significant 

result for SSI human well-being (0.064) or SSI economic well-being (0.092), but there is a 

statistically significant result at a 5% level for SSI environmental well-being (0.008) 

Therefore there is enough evidence that two of the three measures can reject the null 

hypothesis and support the alternative.  

HA9 - Countries that score lower on the SSI index are less regulated, and companies are less likely 

to adopt <IR>.  

Result:  REJECT 

OECD - Green Growth Index 

Evidence and no statistically significant results support the rejection of the null hypothesis.   

HA10 - The GGI is not associated with a country's <IR> adoption rates. 

 Result:  ACCEPT 

Hofstede Cultural Dimensions 

The assessment of Hofstede’s cultural values has only one statistically significant result at 95% 

relating to masculinity versus femininity (0.001), adversely affecting the adoption of <IR>.  

Although, the power distance and masculinity versus femininity dimensions also adversely 

affect the adoption rates in a country.  
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Therefore, based on the results presented, there is not enough evidence to support the rejection 

of the null hypothesis. 

HA11 - A country’s cultural system measured by Hofstede's five dimensions is not associated with 

<IR> adoption. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

The GLOBE Cultural  Characteristics 

Of the nineteen dimensions assessed for country values and organisational practices, only 

three-dimension resulted in a statistically significant result affecting the country’s adoption 

rates (InstCollPractices 0.014, HOPractices 0.041 & PowDisValues 0.007) and two for the <IR> 

report adoption (InstCollPractices 0.008 &  FOValues 0.046). And only collective institutional 

practices for a country’s adoption rate and the future orientation report adoption have a 

positive effect. The remaining statistically significant results have an adverse impact on both 

report adoption and a country’s adoption rate.  

Therefore, there is not enough evidence to support rejecting the null hypothesis. 

HA12 - A country’s cultural values and organisational practices are not associated with <IR> 

adoption as measured by the GLOBE dimensions. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

6.3 Objective Three - Evolution of Quality 

  

3 Evaluate and understand how information ‘quality’ 

changes post-adoption in the <IR>.  

 

Q4 - What is the trend and growth in the <IR> 

information quality? 

Q5 - How does quality change after adopting the 

<IR>? 

 

Following the formal testing of the hypothesis for the country-level corporate governance,  

environmental policy and cultural determinants, the attention turns to ascertain whether the 

quality of the reporting improves post <IR> adoption.   

6.3.1   Descriptive Statistics 

 



Page | 222  

 

The detailed descriptive statistics for models 3.1 to 3.5 are provided in Appendix A4 - 3. The 

panel data sample size is 4,685 observations with 511 groups (companies). The mean TQDS 

across the sample is 50.58, with a maximum score of 81.01 and a minimum of 6.98. The panel 

accumulative TQDS growth (TDQS_Grwth) has a mean value of 3.1%.  The annual YoY TQDS  

growth rate (TQDS_gr) average is only 1.48% across all observations. The mean readability 

score is 6.04. The average page counts for the sample are 158.54. The <IR> analysed 3,166, 

which equals 67.58% of the total. Non-<IR> reports a total of 1,519 which amounts to 32.42% 

(Table 6.10).  

Table 6.10 - <IR> Allocation 

 

One of the core questions for objective three is to ascertain whether there is an improvement 

in the quality of the <IR> after adoption.  Therefore, to understand TQDS across the sample, 

further analysis has been conducted based on the report type that will detail the average 

movement across three measures, including annual growth, panel growth, and TQDS (Table 

6.11).  Consequently, the <IR> report exhibits an increase in quality of 3.6%, and the CSR report 

shows a slight reduction in the rate of 0.2%, with the annual financial statements showing a 

rise of 2.5%. However, when considering the annual year-on-year change in quality <IR> shows 

a yearly increase of 2.0%, the CSR reduces slightly by 0.1%, and no YOY change is shown on the 

AR.  The average TQDS score of 51.27 is 4.5% higher than AR, with an average score of  49.04 

and 2.7% higher than CSR, with 49.91.  

Table 6.11 - TQDS Growth - Report Type 

 

The country-level indicators have been assigned based on the country of registration, and the 

detailed descriptive assessment of these measures was carried out in section 6.2.1.  However, 

the panel's average scores for the six measures of government effectiveness are higher than the 
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country analysis in the previous section. The average competitiveness score is 20% higher in 

the organisational panels than in the country.  The environmental policy indicators (YALEEPI, 

TICPI, SolAbility, OECD,  & SSI well-being ) follow the same pattern exhibiting a higher average 

score than the country analysis, with a few notable exceptions being the SSI economic well-

being indicator which is significantly lower than the country panel average score. The OECDGGI, 

the average cost per GDP of CO2 emission is lower across the organisation panels (42.392 vs 

33.12).  

The organisational panels are more informative with differences between Hofstede’s cultural 

and GLOBE values and practices dimensions. These differences include less power distance 

average, increased conservatism, more collective society, less masculinity, and more femininity.  

GLOBE exhibits less of an average gap between cultural values and organisational practices, 

suggesting improved alignment between these dimensions. Therefore, it can be concluded that 

the sample is biased towards jurisdictions that exhibit high corporate governance effectiveness, 

improved environmental policy performance, and a more balanced society as measured by 

Hofstede’s cultural values. With the enhanced alignment between organisational behaviours 

and cultural values. 

The Pearson correlation matrix for models 3.1 to 3.5 is provided in Appendix A5 -3.  The 

standard variables do not have high correlations. However, the regression diagnostics 

highlighted the country-level indicators exhibit a high correlation (0.60 - 0.80) and 

multicollinearity as measured by the vif statistic.  Therefore, the recommended solution has 

been implemented by separating the highly correlated variables.  

6.3.2   Empirical Results 

 

The results analysis for objective three focuses on the effect of quality attributes by assessing 

various regression models presented in Tables 6.12 and 6.13.  The first regression model to be 

interpreted is the binary regression results based on the publication of a <IR> (Models 3.1 a  - 

Table 6.12). This model considers firm-level and country-level dimensions incorporating 

corporate governance effectiveness and environmental policy and reveals five statistically 

significant results at 5% and three at the 10% confidence levels.   

The statistically significant positive effects on the publication of the <IR> include the page count 

(0.089) and if an organisation has adopted another sustainability measurement framework 

(0.000).  Additionally, the disclosure quality (TQDS 0.000) is influenced by the type of audit 
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conducted (0.000). The country-level indicators with a positive effect include the global 

competitive score (0.070) and YALEEPI (0.040). However, two country-level metrics have a 

negative impact on <IR> publication WBGECC (0.071) and WBGERoL (0.037); this could be the 

result of over-regulation in certain countries.  

Furthermore, when considering the additional effects of Hofstede’s cultural values and GLOBE  

values and practices dimensions, a positive impact is seen with IFRS status (0.000), IFRS local 

(0.000), AssertValues (0.001), Human orientation values (0.004) and Power Distance values 

(0.043) become statistically significant at 5%. Additionally, the following have a negative 

impact that is statistically significant at 5% and 10%, In-Group collective practice (0.065), 

performance orientation values (0.093), and uncertainty avoidance values (0.094). 

Considering the influences on the TQDS from a firm-level, country-level corporate governance, 

or environmental policy perspective is critical for this objective. Consequently, the regression 

results reveal the positive impact that IR report (0.000), audit (0.000), IFRS Status (0.001), and 

OECDGGI (0.046) have on the TQDS and are statistically significant at 5%.  However, whether a 

company is Listed (0.001), Sector (0.052), Page_Count (0.000), IFRS Local (0.011), and 

GSCISolA (0.071) all negatively affect the TQDS at 5% and 10% statistically significant 

confidence levels.  

The organisation TQDS enabled calculating the total growth per organisation to ascertain 

whether all the organisation's reports reviewed exhibited improved quality over the period 

studied and formally assess the hypotheses.  Table 6.11 in the descriptive statistics section 

summarises the results of this analysis. Subsequently, this new variable (TQDS_Grwth) enabled 

determining factors that affect the total quality growth. The regression results are provided in 

Table 6.13 (Models 3.3 (a) & (b)), indicating that Page_Count (0.000), Audit (0.000), and SSI 

Economic well-being (0.012) have a positive impact on the growth. However,  Listed (0.003), 

IFRS Local(0.014), and OECDGGI (0.032) harm the growth when considering corporate 

governance effectiveness and environmental performance of the country. Two statistically 

significant results at the 10% level negatively impact TQDS growth, the <IR> (0.063) and  

WBGERQ (0.052). Interestingly, when a country’s cultural values, both Hofstede’s parameters 

and GLOBE cultural practices and values, are considered, there are significant statistical 

impacts, both positive and negative, on the growth quality.  

The positive effects include Assertiveness Values (0.000), Institutional Collectivism Practices 

and Values (0.000, 0.001), Gender Egalitarianism Practices (0.037), Performance Orientation 

Values and Practices (0.000, 0.006), and Power Distance Practices (0.000). Intriguingly,  all of 
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Hofstede’s Cultural Values are negatively associated with growth in the quality of the reports. 

These include Power distance (0.018), Uncertainty Avoidance (0.002), Masculinity versus 

Femininity (0.002) and long-term versus short-term orientation (0.002). The additional 

adverse effects stem from the GLOBE dimensions, Assertiveness Practices (0.000), In-Group 

Collectivism Values (0.031) and practice (0.061),  Humane Orientation Practices (0.000), and 

Uncertainty Avoidance Practices (0.000).  

These results are insightful, as they suggest organisational behavioural practices are 

independent and separate from a country’s cultural values. Those organisations that develop 

and promote institutional collectivism promote gender equality practices that reduce the 

power distance practices and are performance orientated to produce better quality reports.  

Those organisations that exhibit overly assertive practices are risk-averse through uncertainty 

avoidance, and humane orientation reduces quality growth. However, both <IR> and regulatory 

quality reduce overall quality growth. This is contradicted when the annual year-on-year 

growth rate (TQDS_gr) is analysed as the <IR>  is the only statistically significant positive result 

at 5% in model 3.4 (Table 6.13). There are two negative impacts on yearly growth quality: page 

count (0.048) and WBGERQ (0.020).  

When assessing how country-level indicators may affect the readability of the published report. 

There is a positive and statistically significant at 5% effect on the readability score from the 

publication of  <IR> (0.044) with the information audit (0.028).  Additionally, the OECDGGI 

(0.000), performance orientation practices (0.025), and Gender Egalitarianism practices 

(0.012) positively influence the readability score. There are adverse results on the readability 

score from Listed (0.032), WBGERQ (0.049), Power Distance (0.009), Gender Egalitarianism 

values (0.017), Humane Orientation practices (0.045),  the power distance values (0.022), and  

Uncertainty Avoidance Practices (0.001). Additionally, at 10% TICPI2012 (0.064), IFRSstatus 

(0.095), and Future Orientated practices (0.087) adversely affect the readability.  As with 

previous regression results, there is a distinction between organisational practices and cultural 

values affecting the readability score of the published report. The results presented highlight 

commonalities with TQDS growth which provides additional comfort on the adequacy of the 

regression models. 
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Table 6.12 - Models 3.1 to 3.2 - Regression Results 
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Table 6.13 - Models 3.3 to 3.5 - Regression Results 

 

6.3.3   Formal Testing of Hypotheses 
 

This section provides the formal hypothesis assessment developed in chapter three, based on 

the information quality assessment. The regression models used for the evaluation are 
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statistically significant with high explanatory power, as the  WALD chi2 and F-statistic are all 

greater than the 5% (0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, & 0.000). 

Improved Quality of Information 

The first assessment considers the independent variable result of logTQDS has a p-value of 

0.000. The second assessment is from the dependent variable TQDS with the dummy IRReport 

as IV with a p-value of 0.000.  Therefore, both results are statistically significant at 5%, and 

there is evidence to reject the null hypothesis supporting the alternative. 

HB5i - There is no relationship between the TQDS and the adoption of <IR>. 

Result:   REJECT 

The second assessment considers TQDS_Grwth (model 3.3); the independent variable dummy 

IRReport (0.063) result is not statistically significant at 5%. There is not enough evidence to 

reject the null hypothesis. 

HB5ii - There is no relationship between the TQDS_Grwth and the production of an <IR>. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

Analysing the annual growth rate for the quality disclosure score and the IR report production 

(0.003) has a statistically significant result at a 5% confidence level. Therefore, there is 

evidence to support the rejection of the null hypothesis supporting the alternative. 

HB5iii - There is no relationship between the TQDS_gr and the production of an <IR>. 

Result:   REJECT 

Balance and connectivity of Information 

In determining whether the IR Report improves the readability score, model 3.5 (a) is 

considered, and the results suggest a statistically significant effect at the 5% level (0.044). 

Therefore there is evidence to recommend the rejection of the null hypothesis supporting the 

alternative.  

HB6 - There is no relationship between the readability score and an <IR> adoption and production. 

Result:  REJECT 
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6.4 Objective Four - Part A - <IR> Adoption and Financial Performance 

 

4 Ascertain the effect and influence of the adoption of <IR> and 

disclosure ‘quality’ on two ESG score providers, proxy credit-

rating and other financial metrics. 

Q6 - Does this ‘quality’  affect ESG rating scores, 

creditworthiness, or other firm-level ‘performance 

or value’ financial metrics?   

Q7 - Is there a financial impact from adopting IRF 

and the <IR>? 

 

6.4.1  Descriptive Statistics 

 

The descriptive statistics before and after the diagnostic evaluation are provided in Appendix 

A4 - 4.  

The average TQDS score is 50.452, with a mean total growth rate of 2.8% and an average annual 

growth rate of 4.6%. The mean Bloomberg ESG disclosure score is 43.802, with a maximum of 

80.58. The Eikon average is slightly less at 62.386, with a maximum of 94.14. The average cost 

of capital across the sample is 8.577, with a price of debt of 3.419. The capital provider's risk 

premium assigned to an organisation is 7.486, with a maximum of 33.17. TOBINQ ratio 

averages at 1.438, with the highest value at 11.59. ROA ranges from -206.77  to 127.51, with an 

average of 4.719.  The free cash flow average is 598.17, with a maximum of 70,682.06 and a 

minimum of -85,721.54. The average enterprise value is 13,721.53, with a maximum of 

285,843.60. Market capitalisation ranges from 2.95 to 243,283.50, with an average value of 

10,987.96. The mean net asset value is 7,295.78, with a low of -2626.00 and a maximum of  

152,400.00. Retained earnings range from -100805.86 to 113,027.10, with an average balance 

of 3,887.99. 

The average board size is 10.991, with the average percentage of independent directors at 

53.477%. Only 44.3% of the sample has a CSR sub-committee, and only 0.4% have 

compensation linked to ESG goals or targets. The average page count of the reports reviewed 

was 160.047.  The average TQDS score is 50.408, and the financial leverage average value of 

5.419, with a range of 1 to 787.8. 



Table 6.14 - Results Models 4.0  to 4.07 
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Table 6.15 - Regression Results for Models 4.08 to 4.16 

 



6.4.2  Empirical Results 

 

This section determines the consequences of  <IR> adoption and whether there are any 

financial benefits or costs associated with the adoption. Therefore, answering objective four 

requires the specific assessment of  <IR> and TQDS, which are the variables of interest. 

Additionally, there is an assessment of the impact of board size, percentage of independent 

directors, ESG sub-committee, and ESG-linked compensation on <IR> adoption and quality.  

The assessment of the board composition and structure in models 4.00 to 4.04 identifies the 

percentage of independent directors (0.000) and ESG sub-committee (0.004) as having a 

statistically significant at 5% with the production of an <IR> (Table 6.14).  There is no 

meaningful relationship between board structure and report quality measured by TQDS.  

However, the CSR  sub-committee and ESG-linked compensation have a statistically significant 

negative impact on the TQDS growth total of the period under examination. There is a 

statistically significant 5% relationship between board size and the percentage of independent 

directors with Bloomberg and Eikon ESG Scores.  

When considering the board structure and composition on other financial metrics that have 

statistical significance, it shows board size has a positive impact on retained earnings (0.083), 

net asset values (0.000) and the WAC_Debt (0.006). Although, it is negatively correlated with 

ROA (0.031) and TOBINQ (0.006).  Overall the CSR sub-committee positively impacts 

WAC_Debt (0.010) and negatively impacts risk premium (0.014) but displays no other 

influences on financial metrics. The percentage of independent directors has a positive effect 

on net assets (0.058) and enterprise value (0.098) but adversely affects WAC_Debt (0.072), 

TOBINQ (0.031) and Free CashFlow (0.096).   

The regression results for the financial metrics are summarised in Tables 6.14 and 6.15. When 

analysing these results and determining which have been influenced by the publication of the 

<IR> report, which is also statistically significant at 5%, it highlights enterprise value (0.025) 

with a positive association.  Additionally, one metric had a positive effect (MarketCapital 0.096) 

and one negatively impacted (WACC 0.091) at a 10% confidence level of statistical significance. 

No statistically significant results at 5% were produced when assessing the TQDS and the 

financial metrics.  When the statistical significance confidence interval is expanded to 10%, 

there is a negative impact on enterprise value (0.100) and free Cash flow (0.085).  These were 

the only direct correlated impacts with the publication and adoption of the <IR> and TQDS. 

However, there is evidence that other related control variables exhibit a greater influence on 
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the financial metrics at a statistically significant at 5% than the reporting provision, including 

companies' market capitalisation and sales performance. 

6.4.3  Formal Testing of the Hypotheses 

 

This section undertakes the formal assessment of the hypotheses developed in chapter three. 

The regression models used in the evaluation are statistically significant with high explanatory 

power, as the  WALD chi2 and F-statistic are above 5%  (Tables 6.14 and 6.15).  

Board Structure and Composition 

The assessment of these hypotheses concerns models 4.0 IRReport and 4.01 TQDS; therefore, 

the evaluation will be conducted independently.  Only the CSR sub-committee and percentage 

of independent directors are statistically significant for adopting <IR> (0.004 & 0.000). The 

board composition and structure have no statistically significant impact on the TQDS.  

Consequently, the following assessments are made based on the evidence supported by the 

regression models. 

HA3i -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with the board size. 

Result:    <IR>: ACCEPT  TQDS: ACCEPT 

HA3ii -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with the percentage of 

independent directors on the board. 

Result:   <IR>: REJECT  TQDS: ACCEPT 

HA3iii -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with forming a CSR sub-

committee of the board. 

 Result:   <IR>: REJECT  TQDS: ACCEPT 

HA3iv -  The adoption and the quality of  <IR> are not associated with the board's ESG-linked 

compensation. 

Result:   <IR>: ACCEPT  TQDS: ACCEPT 

 

Integrated thinking and internal Management 
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There are no statistically significant results for <IR>  when assessing model 4.16 for retained 

earnings and model 4.15 for net assets. Therefore, there is not enough evidence to reject the 

null hypothesis. 

HB1i - There is no association between retained earnings values and the adoption of <IR>. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

HB1ii - There is no association between net asset values and the adoption of <IR>. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

Reduced Cost of Financing 

Models 4.07 to 4.09 provide the evidence to base the assessment of the following hypothesis. 

There are no statistically significant effects from the production of the <IR>   concerning these 

models. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is not enough evidence in these regression 

models to reject the null hypothesis. 

HB2i - There is no association between WACC and <IR> production. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

HB2ii - There is no association between WAC_Debt and <IR> production. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

HB2iii - There is no association between Risk-Free Premium and <IR> production. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

Enhanced Market Valuation 

The effects on TOBINQ (model 4.12) and market capitalisation (model 4.11) do not show any 

statistically significant results at 5% for publishing an <IR>. There is insufficient evidence to 

reject these two models' null hypotheses. However, when the enterprise value (model 4.10) is 

assessed, there is a statistically significant at 5% result for publishing a <IR> (0.025). 

Consequently, there is enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis supporting the alternative 

for enterprise value. 

HB3i - There is no association between TOBINQ and <IR> production. 
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Result:  ACCEPT 

HB3ii - There is no association between market capitalisation and <IR> production. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

HB3iii - There is no association between enterprise value and <IR> production. 

Result:  REJECT 

Improved Company Performance 

Assessing the performance of ROA (model 4.13) and free cash flow (model 4.14) and publishing 

a <IR>  finds no statistically significant result.  Consequently, there is no evidence to support 

rejecting the null hypothesis.  

HB4  - There is no association between ROA and the publishing of <IR>. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

HB4i - There is no association between free cash flow and the publishing of an <IR>. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

Social Accountability 

The hypothesis assessment for social accountability and ESG scoring for Bloomberg (model 

4.05) and Eikon (model 4.06) provides no statistical evidence of a relationship between the 

<IR> and these scoring metrics. Therefore, insufficient evidence supports rejecting the null 

hypothesis for ESG scores. 

HB7i - Bloomberg ESG disclosure scores are not associated with the production of an <IR>. 

Result:  ACCEPT 

HB7ii - Eikon ESG disclosure scores are not associated with the production of an <IR>. 

Result:  ACCEPT 
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6.5 Objective Four - Part B - Detailed TQDS Analysis 

 

The additional analysis focuses on answering the first part of question seven concerning the 

underlying components of the TQDS score. It has been ascertained from the previous section 

that the consolidated <IR> and TQDS do not significantly influence either the assessment for 

ESG purposes or market-driven financial measures. Therefore, this section will analyse the 

individual elements of the TQDS, including the IRF, Tone, Sentiment and Readability 

application. The results of the regression analysis are provided in Tables  6.16 to 6.19. 

Furthermore, conducting additional regression models with alternative variables from the 

central part A study offers further robustness to our previous results (Elshandidy & Neri, 2015).  

No formal hypothesis test was developed for this section; however, each advertised benefit (B1 

- B7) has been assessed based on the elements of TQDS. A summary has been provided in Tables 

7.1 - 7.3 in Chapter Seven.  

6.5.1  Descriptive Statistics 

 

The descriptive statistics summary is provided in Appendix A4- 5.  The previous section, 6.4.1, 

detailed analysis of the primary financial metrics. Therefore, this section will focus on the six 

Bloomberg and Eikon ESG measures and the different elements of the TQDS.   

The Bloomberg and Eikon ESG scores are constructed from three separate metrics: social, 

governance, and environment. The average Bloomberg social score is 45.8690 and ranges from  

3.125 to 88.333, so the average is slightly higher than the midpoint.  Bloomberg environmental 

metric is the worst-performing metric, with an average of  37.6817 and a maximum score of 

84.496. Bloomberg governance score is the best-performing, with an average of 58.4847 and a 

high of 85.714.  The Eikon social pillar score averages  63.6337, with a maximum value of 

98.630. The lowest performing of the Eikon scores is the environmental pillar at 59.9012, with 

a similar maximum to the social pillar of 98.380. The Eikon governance pillar score ranges from 

2.690 to 98.510, with an average of 62.0218.  

The CIF framework has an average score of 6.6036 out of 12. The log of readability and tone 

provide averages of 1.773 and 5.4966. The report's sentiment averages -4.6345, with a 

maximum score of 127.600.  

The Pearson correlation coefficient matrix is provided in Appendix A4 - 5, and no high 

correlation issues are identified with the variables with a maximum measure of 0.27.  
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Table 6.16 - Regression Results - Models B4.00 to B4.04 

 

6.5.2  Empirical Results 

 

Analysing the regression results presented in Tables 6.16 - 6.19 will identify the most insightful 

characteristics of the TQDS.  Therefore, the elements of the TQDS will be analysed 

independently to determine whether there is a statistically significant impact on any financial 

metrics. This also influences the effects of publishing a <IR> report on the financial metrics. 

Therefore, the analysis highlights a statistically significant positive impact on Market 

Capitalisation (0.010), Retained Earnings (0.081), BBESG Score (0.036),  BBESG Social (0.015) 

and Eikon ESG  Environmental (0.001), but a negative impact on ROA (0.061) and Free Cashflow  



Table 6.17 - Regression Results - Models B4.05 to B4.10 



Table 6.18 - Regression Results - Models B4.11 to B4.16 



Table 6.19 - Regression Results - Models B4.17 to B4.22 



(0.055). The application of the IRF identifies a positive effect on TOBINQ (0.014) and TQDS 

(0.000) but an adverse impact on LognormReadability (0.027), WAC_Debt (0.033), Net Assets 

(0.000), Retained Earnings (0.000), and Eikon ESG Environment Score (0.000). The readability 

score is statistically significant at 5%, with a positive impact on TQDS (0.018), Tone (0.035), 

Sentiment(0.094) and BBESG Environ (0.083) but a negative effect on WAC_Debt (0.006) and 

TOBINQ (0.083). The Tone score positively affects IRREPORT (0.089), readability (0.000) and 

Market Capitalisation (0.024). The report sentiment had a positive effect on readability (0.009) 

and Market Capitalisation (0.020) but is negatively correlated with Free Net Assets (0.011), 

TOBINQ (0.064), and Eikon ESG Governance score (0.004).  

The analysis of the level of assurance (audit) provided has a statistically significant effect on 

specific sections audit of the report for WAC_Debt (0.010), Net Assets (0.020), Retained 

Earnings (0.080) and Bloomberg ESG Environmental score (0.036). The assurance of the entire 

report had a positive impact for <IR> (0.025), Enterprise Value (0.009), Net Assets (0.001) and 

Retained Earnings (0.010), but a negative impact on market capitalisation (0.013) that was 

statistically significant at 5%. 

The results for the elements of the TQDS are further supported by the outcomes from the 

analysis of the RAW scores, which are almost identical to the Tone, Sentiment and Readability, 

with the only exemption being a statistically significant effect with Risk_Prem and RAW Tone 

(0.022).  

6.6  Robustness Checks 

 

Keele (2008, p. 1) states, “Statistical models are always simplifications, and even the most 

complicated models will be a pale imitation of reality”. Subsequently paraphrasing George Box, 

who suggests, ‘All models are wrong, some are useful’.  

Robustness has many different interpretations in the literature, defined as the same sign and 

significance, weighted average effect, or the effect of stability. There are five standard types of 

robustness tests, including model variation, random permutation, structural permutation, 

robustness limit, and placebo tests (Neumayer & Plümper, 2017). A typical exercise in empirical 

studies is a ‘robustness check’ to determine and examine how the ‘core’ regression coefficients 

behave when modifying, adding, or changing core variables (Lu & White, 2014). 

Following the example of Wooldridge, Cameron and Trivedi suggest that all statistical 

modelling should incorporate robustness testing and checks as a core feature of research 
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design and planning  (Cameron & Trivedi, 2005a; Wooldridge, 2009). The literature identifies 

different methods of conducting robustness tests in empirical research, with researchers 

increasing the number of control variables (Elshandidy & Zeng, 2022; Jackson et al., 2019), 

sample selection and separation (Chunhui Liu et al., 2011; Elshandidy & Neri, 2015), changing 

type of regression model (Ramanna & Sletten, 2014), and unit of analysis (Elshandidy, 2022). 

Consequently, at the initial outset of the research planning and design phase, multiple 

dependent variables were selected based on the literature to test the same IIRC advertised 

benefit (objective 4 Part A).  Further validation is also presented with the objective 4 part B 

analysis as the TQDS variable is replaced with the five quality attributes independent variables 

and retested across all dependent variables (section 6.5). The auxiliary regression models 

focused on Bloomberg and EIKON elements of E, S, and G, alongside the tone and sentiment 

scores, were tested as independent and dependent variables, the results presented in Tables 16 

& 19 and Appendix A6.  

Table 6.20 - Robustness Check 

 

Further to the standard regression robustness tests, such as model specification, goodness-of-

fit, internal consistency, and reasonableness tests for each regression model, several additional 

robustness checks were conducted based on the literature to validate the results obtained for 

each research objective.  The reasonableness checks included consolidating the independent 

variables for government effectiveness in one total corporate governance score, implementing 
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and retesting all models with Robust, and OLS regression analysis (unreported). The results 

obtained from the additional regression models were consistent with the results presented 

above.  

A further robustness check was based on the quality of the report published. The literature 

indicates an incremental improvement in the quality of the annual reporting by organisations 

(Liu et al., 2011). Therefore, the growth in the quality of reporting was independently verified 

by report type (section 6.3.1) to confirm that there was an improvement in the reporting quality 

attributable to <IR>. The annual reports exhibited a 2.5% accumulative growth, and the CSR 

showed a slight reduction in growth in those reports analysed. The <IR> established a 

significant 3.6% accumulative growth from those organisations that published an integrated 

report. Thereby further supporting the results of the regression models presented and the 

literature that there is a quality improvement from adopting <IR> over and above what is 

typically expected from the annual reporting cycle (Liu et al., 2011).  

The final robustness checks further validated the regression results by changing the dependent 

variables from objective four into independent variables, measuring the effect on the <IR> and 

TQDS (Table 6.20). The results show a positive influence if the country has adopted IFRS,  a 

reduction in the WACC and slight variations in the ROA and retained earnings. The quality is 

influenced by audit, CIR framework and retained earnings. 

6.7  Chapter Conclusion 

 

A complete summary of Objectives 2 - 4 PARTS A and B results are included at the end of the 

chapter conclusion (Tables 6.21 - 6.23). These tables contain all statistically significant effects of 

5% and 10%, positive or negative. 

This chapter has only provided a high-level summary of the descriptive statistics and the 

regression models' results which were the study's primary aim. There was also a formal 

assessment of the hypothesis for the relevant objectives.  

The first section focuses on objective one, which provides a detailed analysis of the diffusion 

and adoption rates between <IR>, GRI and IFRS. This comparison was based on a global total, 

regional analysis,  and a voluntary like-for-like basis. The international adoption rates for GRI 

and IFRS were calculated at 5% and 11% for <IR>.  However, IFRS diffusion had a CAGR of 

22.8% (voluntary of 11.5%), <IR> 25.4%, and GRI 32.0%. The total IFRS diffusion saw a 

considerable increase after its use was mandated in the EU, with other countries following their 



Page | 244  

 

example.  There seems to be a similar effect exhibited in GRI and <IR>. The sector analysis 

identified that GRI  has been instrumental in driving <IR> adoption in those sectors.  There were 

commonalities between global regions in the diffusion patterns and the adoption rates.  

However, the diffusion rate for <IR> exhibits more significant growth at an earlier stage in AME 

than in the other three regions with the lowest early diffusion rates.  It was evident from this 

analysis that innovations in corporate reporting have a long diffusion period. The final analysis 

identified the stage in the diffusion lifecycle based on the accumulative adoptions of listed 

companies with IFRS in the late majority, GRI and <IR> in the early-adopter stage. The 

percentage of global Listed companies for IFRS was 67%, GRI at 10.1% and <IR> at 3%, thereby 

giving some real-world context to the total listed adoptions.  

The second section focused on objective two, which identified the determinants of the <IR> 

adoption by analysing the organisations’ attributes and the adoption rate of each country. 

Consequently, it highlights the organisation's size, the level of assurance conducted (specific 

sections or entire report), and the level of GRI implemented. Several country-level metrics were 

influential, including the Listing status, a country’s IFRS status, WBGECC, WBGERQ,  WEFGCS 

and TICPI. The most impactful measures concern the environmental performance with 

YALEEPI, SolAbility, and SSI Human and Environmental Well-being. Interestingly, Hofstede’s 

Cultural values highlighted Masculinity versus Femininity metrics and Power Distance. The 

GLOBE’s cultural values and organisation practices identify institutional collectivism and future 

orientation values, influenced <IR> adoption. In contrast, a country’s adoption rates were 

influenced by assertiveness values, institutional collectivism practices, and performance 

orientation values.  

The third section considered the report’s quality consequences, including TQDS, readability, 

total growth, and annual growth and whether the firm or country-level attributes may be more 

influential in improving quality. Consequently, it can be concluded that the publication of the 

<IR> improves the annual growth in quality, is associated with the increase in average TQDS 

score and improves the overall readability score. It also identified the environmental 

performance indicators of SSI, economic well-being, and OECDGGI that have influenced the total 

quality growth. Interestingly, Hofstede and the GLOBE dimensions were statistically significant 

in improving quality. However, it highlights a discrepancy between a country's cultural values 

and behaviours expressed as organisational practices. These differences include less power 

distance average, increased conservatism, more collective society, less masculinity, and more 

femininity. Those organisations that develop and promote institutional collectivism promote 



Page | 245  

 

gender equality practices that reduce the power distance practices and are performance 

orientated to produce better quality reports. 

The fourth section assessed the financial metrics to ascertain whether adopting and publishing 

an <IR> is beneficial. The percentage of independent directors and having a CSR sub-committee 

positively affected the adoption decision. Although, the TQDS growth was also negatively 

impacted by the CSR committee and ESG-linked compensation.   Also, companies already using 

a sustainability measurement framework are more likely to adopt <IR>, positively impacting 

the adoption rate. Enterprise Value was the only financial metric that influenced the adoption 

of <IR>. However, TQDS positively affected both Enterprise Value and Free Cash Flows.  

The fifth section of this chapter considered four components of TQDS, including the IRF, tone, 

readability, and sentiment. The tone and sentiment influenced the report’s readability score, 

and the readability and tone influenced the publication of the <IR>.  The IRF impacted several 

financial metrics, including TQDS, TOBINQ, Net Assets, Retained Earnings, and WAC_Debt.  

Several financial metrics were affected by the level of assurance provided, including WAC_Debt, 

Bloomberg Environment score, <IR>, Enterprise Value, Retained Earnings, and market 

capitalisation.  

The final section of the chapter reviewed the robustness checks validating the approach 

adopted and the results of the empirical testing. The next chapter will discuss these results, the 

research aim, academic theories, and the revised conceptual framework.



Table 6.21 - Detailed Results Analysis 



 

Table 6.22 - Detailed Results Analysis Objective Four PART A 



Table 6.23 - Detailed Results Analysis Objective Four PART B 

 



Chapter Seven Results Discussion 
 

7.  Introduction 

 

Following the chapter on data analysis and critical findings, this chapter will provide context to 

these results by discussing the two principal hypotheses. The first section will discuss the 

diffusion and adoption results of IFRS, GRI and <IR>, determining the country’s adoption rate. 

This chapter will then address the empirical results for hypothesis A and the relationship 

between the determinants from a firm, country-level, environment performance and cultural 

dimension perspective. Next, this chapter will discuss the second hypothesis B debating the 

consequences of the adoption decision on the financial metrics and report quality. The fourth 

section of this chapter will address the research aim by providing a balanced analysis and 

standpoint of the results. The fifth section will revisit the academic theories to ascertain 

whether they are supported by research evidence. The final section of this chapter will revise 

the conceptual framework based on the results.  

7.1  Diffusion of Innovation Analysis Discussion 

 

The individual global diffusion rates obtained for IFRS, GRI and <IR> are supported by results 

presented in the literature (Dayyala et al., 2020; Marimon et al., 2012; Ramanna & Sletten, 2009; 

Robertson & Samy, 2015).   

The first part of the analysis concerned the diffusion and adoption of IFRS. Many studies focus 

on the financial aspects of the adoption, including stock-market integration, foreign direct 

investment, liquidity ratio, and firm-level effects such as WACC and WAC_Debt. More recent 

studies focus on the national adoption parameters (Dayyala et al., 2020; El-Helaly et al., 2020; 

Ramanna & Sletten, 2009).  

Consequently, the results presented by Dayyala et al. (2020) and El-Helaly et al. (2020) focus 

on the analysis at a country level. The countries are allocated to adopter categories based on 

the commitment date of 98 and 43 countries, respectively. This is comparable to the initial stage 

of country-level research presented in section 6.1.1.1 of 217 countries.  The significant growth 

in IFRS use after EU adoption is supported by research conducted by Ramanna and Sletten 

(2009) on the resulting economic ties and network effect between countries. These results can 

also be extended to cover the regional analysis conducted and why commonalities are exhibited 

between IFRS, GRI and <IR> regions.  
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The comparability of CAGR and adoption rates for countries and regions has seen reduced focus 

in the literature. However, Marimon et al. (2012) provide insight that enables the calculation of 

comparative numbers for comparative purposes; from 1999 to 2010, the CAGR was 59.7%, with 

the total adoptions of 1,656 (50% Europe, Asia-Pacific 27%, 20% Americas and Africa 3%). The 

GRI analysis in section 6.1.2 CAGR of 32.0%, with total adoptions of 9,422 (Europe 36.5%, Asia-

Pacific 32.2%, Americas 25.6% and AME 5.8%). The similar CAGR for IFRS is 22.8% 32,385 total 

adoptions (22.8% Europe, Asia-Pacific 58.0%, 12.8% Americas and Africa 6.4%). CAGR for  

<IR> was 25.4%, and total adoptions of 2,234 (41% Europe, Asia-Pacific 24%, 18% Americas 

and Africa 17%). These numbers give some comfort and support to the analysis provided. 

Furthermore, the global regions and sector analysis for the diffusion and adoption of GRI from 

data obtained in 2010, published in 2012 (Marimon et al., 2012), suggests that the regional 

allocation and leading sectors reported in 2012 have not changed from the reported analysis in 

section 6.1.3. This provides additional evidence of clustering and national networking being 

evident with global diffusion. Clustering is apparent at a national level with IFRS adoption and 

in GRI and <IR>  with the sector that crosses national boundaries and influences the adoption 

decision when considering diffusion patterns (Elkins & Simmons, 2005; Marimon et al., 2012; 

Ramanna & Sletten, 2009).   

There has been significant media and stock market attention on the ESG performance of 

companies, and their environmental behaviours, with companies being held more accountable 

for their actions. However, as the evidence suggests, the global penetration of sustainability 

reporting remains comparatively low compared to the number of listed companies globally. 

Progress is remarkably slow considering the years elapsed since the release of each framework; 

forty-eight years for IFRS to total 67%, twenty-two years for GRI to total 10.1%, and ten years 

for <IR> to total 3% of global adoptions. Therefore, the acceptance of innovations in corporate 

reporting, evidenced by the accumulative adoptions, exhibited a long-tailed diffusion pattern 

that followed the S-Curve of DOI theory at a regional and international level, with an extended 

diffusion timeframe (Rogers, 2003).  

7.2  Hypothesis A 

 

What country, industry or firm-level determinants are likely to influence the adoption decision? 
 
Further to the findings of the result in section 6.2, Table 7.1 summarises the hypothesis results.  

The firm-level determinants of  <IR>  adoption indicate that size, listed, the board composition 

and structure, including the percentage of independent directors and CSR sub-committee, are 
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essential in determining <IR> adoption. These results support a previous study by Pavlopoulos 

et al. (2017), which evidenced that the board structure and the percentage of independent 

directors were essential features of <IR> adoption and report quality. Furthermore, Elshandidy 

et al. (2013)  evidenced high board independence resulted in increased voluntary disclosures 

Furthermore, the extent of the assurance provided on the <IR> and the GRI sustainability 

measurement level implemented are critical factors in improving <IR> quality and adoption. 

These results support previous studies on external verifying CSR reports and GRI applications 

(Parajuli et al., 2022; Hassan et al., 2020; Marimon et al., 2012; Sato & Takeda, 2017). 

Consequently, as more companies adopt sustainability frameworks that require independent 

verification, audit regulation needs to be updated and keep abreast with development in this 

field (Oprisor, 2015). These results also support Matuszczyk & Rymkiewicz's (2018) research, 

which suggests that companies apply more than one sustainability framework, indicating that 

many available frameworks should merge to simplify the sustainability reporting environment.  

The research does not evidence a significant correlation between <IR> adoption and 

government effectiveness as measured by The World Bank, and there was a favourable position 

on control of corruption (Agyei-Mensah, 2017; Agyei-Mensah & Buertey, 2019). Still, the 

evidence suggests that overly regulated countries adversely affect the adoption of <IR>. These 

results could be due to the high adoption rates in highly-regulated sectors, including financial 

services and energy, which conflicts with prior studies that evidenced a high correlation 

between government and corporate governance effectiveness and <IR> adoption (Dragu & 

Tiron-Tudor, 2013; Frías-Aceituno et al., 2013).  

The research evidences a positive association between <IR> adoption and countries with a high 

global competitive score and low corrupt perception index (Mazzi et al., 2018; Zouaoui et al., 

2017). The results also show a significant correlation between countries with high 

environmental performance and <IR> adoption, with a particular focus on YALEEPI, SolAbility, 

and TICPI, with significantly associated human and environmental well-being measures (De 

Villiers & Marques, 2016; Rachisan et al., 2015; Stefanescu, 2021).  Furthermore, countries that 

exhibit less masculinity and more femininity, as measured by Hofstede’s cultural values 

dimensions, are more likely to adopt <IR> (Dimitrov, 2018; Gallego-Álvarez & Pucheta-

Martínez, 2020).  
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Table 7.1 - Hypotheses A - Results Summary 
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GLOBE’s institutional collectivism practices and future-orientated values dimension were 

influential on the adoption decision, supporting research on national cultures by Garcia-

Sanchez et al. (2013) that found feminist and collectivist societies were more integrative.  

When considering a country’s accumulative <IR> adoption rates, the research evidence of 

increased adoption rates from the influence of other sustainability frameworks has a positive 

impact.  Countries with political stability and a focus on environmental well-being also 

positively influence the rate of adoption (Norberg, 2020). However, regulatory quality 

adversely affects the adoption of <IR. Cultures that exhibit societal collectivism will see an 

improved <IR> adoption rate. However, more humane-oriented societies and power distance 

values will reduce adoptions (Fuente et al., 2017). Therefore, the significant country-level 

determinants influencing the adoption decision are global competitiveness, reduced corruption 

perception, increased collectivist society, and environmental performance (YALEEPI, SSI and 

SolAbility) (Emerson et al., 2016; Fuchs et al., 2020; Guidara et al. 2022; Ruiz-Lozano & Tirado-

Valencia, 2016; Turcu, 2015).  

Subsequently, further analysis was implemented to assess the growth in quality and readability 

due to the adoption decision.  The long-term increase in  <IR> quality saw a change of 3.6%. 

Furthermore, there was a year-on-year improvement in <IR> quality and readability. Therefore 

<IR> reduces information asymmetry and processing costs for the reader (Fisher et al., 2019;  

Li, 2008; Short & Palmer, 2008). Therefore, these results evidence a direct link between <IR> 

disclosure and quality, supporting the IIRC's assertion of improved quality from IRF 

implementation. Furthermore, adopting the IRF provides stakeholders with value-relevant and 

future-orientated information, enhancing the quality of the voluntary disclosures and meeting 

the principles of voluntary disclosure theory (Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 2011; IIRC, 2019; Rivera-

Arrubla et al., 2017). However, these findings contradict research by Rivera-Arrubla et al. 

(2017)  and Pistoni et al. (2018), who found <IR> was of low quality.  

It was also beneficial to understand whether any country-level corporate governance, 

environmental performance or cultural values were influential on long-term improvements in 

quality. The CSR sub-committee and ESG-linked compensation were negatively associated with 

the growth in quality scores. The SSI economic well-being and OECDGGI were positively 

associated with improving long-term quality (Kılıç et al., 2021; Podaşcă, 2016). However, there 

was a slight reduction in the long-term TQDS associated with regulatory quality and <IR>. 

Interestingly, the most insight came from the cultural dimensions; Hofstede’s cultural values 

were negatively associated with quality improvements (Dimitrov, 2018).  



Page | 254  

 

Notwithstanding these results, the GLOBE dimension identified the most significant persuasive 

factors for long-term quality improvement. Better-quality reports were associated with more 

assertive, collectivist, and gender-neutral societies with a reduced power distance and less 

masculinity performance-orientated values and organisations. The readability is also positively 

influenced by the power distance values, performance orientation practices, and gender 

egalitarianism practices. However, organisations that exhibit over-assertiveness,  uncertainty 

avoidance, and humane orientation reduce the long-term quality of their reports. Consequently, 

readability is adversely affected by a country’s regulatory quality and gender egalitarianism 

values, humane orientation practices, uncertainty avoidance, and power distance values 

(García-Sánchez et al., 2013). These results further support and extend the research on the 

effects of the GLOBE dimension on <IR> reporting quality (Raimo et al., 2019).  

Additionally, the GLOBE dimensions outcomes evidence that the organisational practices are 

independent of and from the nation's cultural values. That further supports the increasing 

influence of sectors and the pollination effect of globalisation across the traditional borders of 

the nation-state (Gilardi, 2005; Levi-Faur & Jordana, 2005).  

7.3  Hypothesis B 

 

Are there any rational benefits or costs to the organisation or stakeholders from <IR>?  

 

Further to the findings in sections 6.3 and 6.4 in chapter six, the financial metrics were assessed 

regarding the consequential effect of <IR> adoption and TQDS on the advertised benefits by the 

IIRC (Table 7.2). Consequently, the evidence from the results suggests that enterprise value and 

market capitalisation are the only financial metrics positively affected by <IR> adoption (Lee & 

Yeo, 2015). These results support a Ukraine study on enterprise value-based management 

(Zhuravka et al., 2020). Furthermore, these results indicate the market positively receives 

signals from the organisation from adopting the <IR>, reflecting improved market valuation 

(Abdullah et al., 2015; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015). 

There is a negative association between the WACC and <IR> publication which further supports 

evidence from Johannesburg on a negative correlation between the weighted cost of capital and 

<IR> in a mandatory setting (Chouaibi et al., 2022; Ngcobo & Sibanda, 2021). Therefore, the 

organisation sees a reduction in the cost of maintaining its shareholders by adopting <IR> 

(Raimo et al., 2022). The results did not support the remaining financial metrics and benefits 

and were not affected by the adoption of <IR> (Elshandidy et al., 2022; Leukhardt et al., 2022).  

Thereby further supporting the research by Mervelskemper & Streit (2017) and Elshandidy et 
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al. (2022), who subsequently evidenced no benefit to <IR> adoption compared to other 

standalone reports.  

Table 7.2 - Hypotheses B - Results Summary 

 

However, the page count is positively associated with the <IR< report and annual quality 

growth, further supporting Hook & Van Steden's (2011) research on report size and quality. 

Implementing the IRF and publishing the <IR> improves annual report quality and information 

transparency. The balance and connectivity of information in the <IR> report are crucial to the 

information users, and therefore this was assessed through the readability, tone, and sentiment 

scores. The <IR> is positively influenced by readability and tone, with the components essential 

for the TQDS attributes. Consequently, this association between quality attributes and the <IR> 
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report further supports research on what constitutes good quality reporting by Melloni et al. 

(2017).  

The research identified no significant correlations (5%) when considering the financial metrics 

and TQDS regression results. But there were negative influences on enterprise value and free 

cashflows. This contradicts research on disclosure quality with financial metrics by Barth et al. 

(2017), who recognised high-quality disclosures and financial metrics association.  Therefore, 

it was necessary to dissect the TQDS to ascertain whether further analysis would highlight any 

associations with the advertised benefits. The application of the IRF has a positive impact on 

TOBINQ, free cash flow and TQDS but a negative effect on retained earnings, WAC_debt and 

readability (Garanina & Dumay, 2017; Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015).   

The tone and sentiment of the <IR> report improved the readability. Therefore these results 

are further evidence of the improved conciseness and balance of the <IR> and the overall 

impression management adopted by the organisation (Haji & Anifowose, 2017; Li, 2008; 

Melloni et al., 2017). The readability had an adverse impact on the WAC_debt, with the tone and 

sentiment having a further positive effect on the enterprise value. It can be further concluded 

that the adoption of <IR> has more to maintain a positive stakeholder impression of the firm 

and meet social norms rather than economic value enhancements (Ansari et al., 2010; 

Robertson & Samy, 2015). Subsequently, providing additional high-quality information 

improves the impression of the firm to stakeholders by framing this approach termed 

impression development by Highhouse et al. (2009) from the flows of environmental 

information signals. The self-presentation of the <IR>  indicates a desire for approval from 

stakeholders in the publication of <IR>. Merkl-Davies and Brennan (2011) conceptualised this 

as symbolic management of CSR activities, legitimising organisational behaviours central to 

impression management and signalling theories. 

Additionally, six additional regressions were executed to ensure completeness for the 

Hypothesis B table to provide the appropriate table completion parameters for B6 analysis 

(Appendix A6).   
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Table 7.3 - Bloomberg and Eikon E, S, G Results Summary 

  

The Bloomberg ESG disclosure score and the Eikon ESG disclosure score were not impacted by 

adopting <IR>  or the TQDS. Further analysis is required of Bloomberg and Eikon’s separate 

Environmental, Social and Governance elements (Table 7.3). The results evidenced only 

Bloomberg's social score was influenced by the  <IR>  and TQDS, and the Eikon Environmental 

Pillar was affected by the <IR> and the IRF. The Eikon Governance pillar was impacted by the 

sentiment of the <IR> report. These results support a study by PreuB et al. (2019), who found 

no relationship between quality, ESG score and governance factors. When these results are 

consolidated with PART A, it reflects the organisation building a positive social image to 

improve or enhance ESG disclosure scores from the adoption of <IR> (Connolly-Ahern & 

Broadway, 2007; Robertson & Samy, 2015; Yang & Liu, 2017).  

7.4  Research Aim 

 

"To identify how innovations in corporate reporting diffuse, including the determinants, and 

ascertain whether there are any rational benefits (consequences) to the organisation and 

stakeholders from implementing the Integrated Reporting Framework." 

 

The detailed discussion in the previous section enables answering the research aim. Adopting 

<IR> and implementing the IRF reporting methodology improves reporting quality by 

improving the readability, tone, and sentiment of the information presented by meeting the 

critical requirement of users.  The <IR> has a significant and positive effect on enterprise value, 

market capitalisation, and TOBINQ, although no material impact on other financial measures or 

metrics.  
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The <IR> meets the IIRC advertised benefits of i) increased quality disclosures (B5), ii)   

Balanced and connectivity of information disclosures (B6), and iii) enhanced market valuation 

(B3). Consequently, increasing stakeholder engagement through transparent, quality and more 

informative reporting. 

The adoption of <IR> provides investors with transparent, concise and balanced information 

providing an increased opportunity to assess the organisation's current and future potential, 

making the organisation a more attractive investment opportunity than firms that do not 

publish an <IR>.  

7.5  Academic Theory Review 

 

The research results enable the review of the academic theories to ascertain which are 

supported based on the evidence presented.  Therefore, the following observations are made. 

Diffusion of Innovation 

The adoption of the different guidelines assessed follows the rate of adoption theory principle 

as each framework follows the S-curve of accumulative adoptions. The assessment of the total 

adoptions into categories identifies that voluntary adoption significantly influences the speed 

they diffuse. GRI and <IR> are at the early adopter phase of the diffusion lifecycle based on the 

adoption categories.  

1. <IR> has a relatively low rate of adoption - 3% of globally listed companies  

2. The slow speed of diffusion - 11 years since the release of the guidelines, penetration low 

3. Immediate financial benefits- Unsupported - two (Enterprise value, market capitalisation,  

and TOBINQ) out of thirteen possible financial metrics  

4. The benefits of adoption are mainly non-financial - Quality based improvements, including 

readability, tone, and sentiment. 

5. The uncertainty or difficulty in perceiving the ‘relative advantage’ from adopters compared 

to other sustainability frameworks. 

Furthermore, Robertson and Samy highlighted two motivating factors for the diffusion of new 

practices, economic and sociological, which are linked to the relative advantage of the diffusion 

model. Based on the available evidence that there are no significant financial benefits, it is 

concluded that the adoption of the <IR> is based on the sociological model. The sociological 
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model is more closely related to reputation management and adherence to social norms and 

practices (Ansari et al., 2010; Robertson and Samy, 2015). 

Consequently, there are two types of innovation identified by Rogers, incremental and 

preventative. After assessing the <IR> based on all available relative evidence summarised in 

the five points and the sociological motivation for adoption, it can be concluded that <IR> is 

being adopted as preventative innovation to mitigate future risks and uncertainties (Rogers, 

1995, 2003).   

Furthermore, when assessing the global diffusion patterns, there is evidence of two types of 

clusters forming elements of the NPA and PSA. Firstly, NPA was evident at a regional, national 

monetary union level (network) (EU and Harmonisation of West Africa Union) identified in 

forming the IFRS patterns of diffusion and adoption. The second concerns PSA with evidence 

for specific sector groups identified in the analysis of  <IR> and GRI diffusion patterns 

developed across national boundaries (Gilardi, 2005; Levi-Faur & Jordana, 2005).  

Stakeholder/Agency Theories 

The metrics used to assess whether the companies that have adopted IR> improved resource 

allocation and internal management through integrated thinking were supported for retained 

earnings but not for net asset values from the available evidence or results. There was no 

improvement in net assets supporting the research by Baboukardos & Rimmel (2016), who 

found no evidence of net asset improvements with net assets from <IR> adoption. Furthermore, 

the organisation providing relevant and future-orientated disclosures reduce information 

asymmetry, risk and processing costs benefiting organisational stakeholders (Aljifri & 

Hussainey, 2007; Kılıç & Kuzey, 2018).  However, there was some statistically significant impact 

on retained earnings. Therefore, when all the evidence is consolidated, improved quality of 

internal information, balance and connectivity, and improvements in retained earnings, 

evidence supports this stakeholder theory based on a statistically significant measure (Eccles 

et al., 2014).  

Signalling Theory 

The organisation adopting <IR> and providing the market participants with environmental, 

value-relevant, future-orientated information sends positive market signals.   Subsequently, 

allowing the investment community and participants to receive the information, process the 

data and react accordingly to their assessment of the potential current and future opportunities 

(Galvao et al., 2015; Abdullah et al., 2015). Furthermore,  the production of <IR> also signals to 
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the government that the market is reacting to society's demands on environmental disclosures, 

thereby reducing the need for additional regulation (Hassanein & Hussainey, 2015).  

Signalling theory was measured by improvements in market valuation techniques to ascertain 

whether the market's adoption of <IR> was received, with the ‘signal’ seeing an incremental 

improvement in valuations as evidence of market approval. Therefore two of the three assigned 

measures were significant, which means the acceptance of the signalling theory is supported 

(Beck et al., 2017; Silvestri et al., 2015).  

Proprietary Cost Theory 

Proprietary cost theory was assessed through the reduced cost of financing debt, equity, and a 

reduced risk-free premium. There was no evidence to support that these measures were 

positively affected by adopting <IR> or improving TQDS. There is a reduction in information 

asymmetry by enhancing the quality of the <IR>, there is a change in financing costs with a 

negative correlation with the WACC, thereby reducing the cost of capital incurred by firms. 

However, proprietary cost theory is not supported at a 95% significance level by adopting <IR> 

or increased TQDS (Garanina & Dumay, 2017; Jiraporn et al., 2014).  

Voluntary Disclosure Theory 

The assessment of voluntary disclosure was through developing and evaluating the TQDS. 

There was significant evidence that adopting the <IR> improved quality on an annual growth 

basis, and the IRF was fundamental in developing the quality score. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that there is evidence that the organisations disclose additional voluntary 

information through the adoption of <IR>, which improves the quality of the information and 

future-orientated focus of the reporting exhibited. The results support the Voluntary Disclosure 

Theory (Eccles & Krzus, 2010; Elshandidy et al., 2013; Hussainey & Al-Najjar, 2011; Rivera-

Arrubla et al., 2017).  

Impression Management Theory 

The assessment of impression management theory was evaluated through two elements: 

firstly, through the report quality, and secondly, through the evaluation of two independent ESG 

proxy measures. The report quality was assessed to measure the balance and connectivity of 

information disclosure through the adoption of the <IR>. Consequently,  this was conducted 

through the readability, tone, and sentiment scores. The evidence suggests that the <IR> 

adoption improves the disclosures' readability, tone, and sentiment. Therefore, it is accepted 



Page | 261  

 

that balanced connectivity of information is presented. This improves the overall impression 

provided to stakeholders by reducing information asymmetry and processing costs.  

The second evaluation is the social accountability through improved ESG rating from the 

adoption of <IR>. There was no significant association between <IR> adoption and ESG ratings. 

However, the subsequent analysis identified an association between Bloomberg Social and 

Eikon Environmental Scores. However, the adoption of <IR> is influenced by Eikon and ESG 

disclosures scores suggesting that these organisations actively manage the organisation 

perception of outside stakeholders. Managing corporate reputation through the active 

management of environmental information disclosure links to CSR as a competitive advantage 

suggesting self-presentation activities (Highhouse et al., (2009). Furthermore, addressing the 

concerns of external parties through the publication and presentation of the <IR> is 

conceptualised as symbolic management (Merkl-Davies and Brennan, 2011, p.421). 

Consequently, adopting <IR> improves the reporting's quality (readability, tone, and 

sentiment) through improved balance and connectivity of information for their stakeholders 

and meets the requirements of IMT (Haji & Anifowose, 2017; Elshandidy et al., 2013; 

Elshandidy & Zeng, 2022; Hussainey & Salama, 2010; Li, 2008; Robertson & Samy, 2015; Short 

& Palmer, 2008). 

Therefore, the supported academic theories (figure 7.1) were amended based on the research 

evidence.  

Figure 7.1 - Revised Academic Theory Framework 

 

7.6  Revised Research (Conceptual) Framework 
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The revised conceptual framework models are provided in figure 7.2, based on the accepted 

theories. Research evidence supports <IR> adoption of diffusion of innovation,  signalling, 

voluntary disclosure, and impression management approaches from the government, market 

and stakeholders’ perspectives can be justified based <IR> adoption. 

Figure 7.2 - Revised Conceptual Framework 

 

Figure 7.3 provides the developed research framework of the dependent and independent 

variables based on the determinants (firm, country and environmental) and consequences. The 

<IR> benefits enhanced market valuation, increased quality disclosures, and balanced 

information connectivity. 
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Figure 7.3 - Developed Framework Model 

 

 

7.7  Chapter Conclusion 

 

This chapter has provided a discussion of the results. The first section focused on the diffusion 

of innovation and findings that the global adoption rates are 5% for IFRS and GRI but increase 

to 11.1% for <IR>. The region analysis highlighted those voluntary adoptions diffuse in a similar 

pattern, and country and sector clusters were identified. However, global adoptions as a 

percentage of listed companies are low for <IR> and GRI. The second section discussed the 

results and findings for hypothesis A and suggested that the determinants for adopting <IR>  

were at the firm level, with the GRI level adoption being critical and the country’s 

environmental performance. The country’s adoption rate is further influenced by institutional 

collectivism practices but was adversely affected by many of Hofstede’s cultural values, with 

many GLOBE dimensions not adopting determinants. Interestingly, regulatory quality and 

political stability adversely impact the adoption of <IR and the adoption rates. The remaining 

corporate governance measures are inconsequential.   

 The third section focused on addressing hypothesis B concerning the consequences of the 

adoption decision.  The results indicated improved quality in the reporting, including audit, 

readability, tone, and sentiment from the IRF. The average TQDS  saw an increase post-adoption 

of the <IR>, coupled with a yearly improvement in the growth rate. Further insight came from 

the GLOBE dimension on identifying cultural value differences in organisational practices; 
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organisational practices are more significant than cultural values, including institutional 

collectivism, gender equality, performance-orientated, and power distance practices. 

The results identified that the percentage of independent directors and the CSR committee 

were essential factors in publishing an <IR>. Additionally, three financial metrics directly 

correlated with the <IR> adoption. Two were positively correlated with <IR> report (enterprise 

value and market capitalisation), and one negatively correlated (WACC). 

The research aim was answered in the next section concluding that three of the seven benefits 

advertised by the IIRC are met with the publication of the <IR>. The academic theories were 

reviewed to ascertain which were supported by the study evidence and results. Therefore, the 

revised conceptual and developed research framework is included in the last section based on 

this analysis.  

 



Chapter Eight   Conclusions, Limitations and Future Research 
 

8. Introduction 

 

This chapter will first provide a conclusion, followed by a discussion on the theoretical and 

practical contributions to knowledge. Then section three will discuss the theoretical and 

practical implications, followed by the limitations of this study, with the final section suggesting 

areas of opportunities for future research.  

8.1  Conclusion 

 

The primary objective of this thesis was to investigate <IR>  to ascertain whether there are any 

rational benefits or costs to the organisation or its shareholders from adoption.  The 

investigation covered many aspects, from adoption to firm value, by understanding the drivers 

of the adoption decision. Consequently, this analysis included understanding the determinants 

that influence the organisation from the firm-level and country level, including government 

effectiveness, environmental policy performance, and different cultural dimensions. 

The results indicate that the diffusion pattern follows the S-curve of the DOI theory and has a 

similar regional adoption pattern (Rogers, 1995). The adoption rate percentage of <IR> is twice 

that of other voluntary frameworks (<IR - 11.1%, IFRS - 5%, & GRI 5%), motivated and 

influenced by firms having already implemented GRI or other sustainability reporting 

frameworks. The significant growth in IFRS use after EU mandatory adoption (2004) is 

supported by research conducted by Ramanna and Sletten (2009) on the resulting economic 

ties and network effect between countries. These results can also be extended to cover the 

regional analysis and why commonalities exist between IFRS, GRI and <IR> regions. There was 

also evidence of clustering between nations (IFRS) and sectoral level (GRI & <IR>). The 

individual global diffusion rates obtained for IFRS, GRI and <IR> are supported by results 

presented in the literature (Dayyala et al., 2020; Marimon et al., 2012; Ramanna & Sletten, 2009; 

Robertson & Samy, 2015).   

The CAGR rate for IFRS is 22.8%, with total global adoptions of 32,385, GRI CAGR of 32.0% and 

total adoptions of 9,422. With <IR> having a CAGR of 25.4% and total international adoptions 

of 2,234. This analysis enabled the diffusion lifecycle stage to be determined, with IFRS being 

in the late majority stage(67%), GRI in the early adopter stage (10.1%) and <IR> in the early 

adopter stage with 3%. Combining these results with the years since inception (IFRS - 48 years, 
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GRI - 22 years and <IR> - 10 years) provides context to the slow global penetration and diffusion 

of mandatory and voluntary frameworks. 

The results of the determinants that are influential in the adoption of <IR> at the firm level 

suggest size, listing status, IFRS Status, board composition, and structure are essential. 

However, the GRI level and audit are the most crucial factors influencing both <IR> adoption 

and reporting quality (Parajuli et al., 2022).  At the country level, when considering government 

effectiveness, there was some support for the control of corruption. Still, regulatory quality and 

political stability adversely affected the adoption rates in a country. However, high 

environmental performance and global competitiveness encourage <IR> adoption. Cultural 

values favour less masculinity, with more femininity of Hofstede’s cultural values and 

institutional collectivism practices, gender-egalitarian and future-orientated values 

dimensions were essential aspects of the GLOBE’s dimensions (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2013; 

Raimo et al., 2019).  

The most insightful aspects of <IR> adoption came from the improved quality through the 

assessment of TQDS. <IR> improved the overall growth in quality by 3.6%, readability, tone, 

and sentiment. There was evidence of a continuous annual improvement in the <IR> reporting. 

Different cultural dimensions, including assertiveness values, institutional collectivism values 

and practices, gender egalitarianism, performance-orientation values and practices, and power 

distance practices, positively influence the growth in quality. However, the growth is negatively 

impacted by power distance, uncertainty avoidance and humane-orientated practices 

There was a positive link between <IR> adoption with enterprise value, retained earnings, and 

market capitalisation (Zhuravka et al., 2020). But there was a negative effect on the WACC, ROA 

and free cash flow from <IR> publication (Chouaibi et al., 2022). The IRF further supports 

TOBINQ, free cash flow and TQDS scores.  These results suggest that organisations adopt <IR> 

to meet and improve their ESG scoring and social obligations. The BBESG disclosures score is 

statistically significant to the <IR> report publication and the TQDS growth. The Bloomberg ESG 

Social score and the Eikon Environmental Pillar were impacted by the IRF and the <IR> 

information. The Eikon Governance Pillar score was affected by the sentiment of the <IR> 

report.   

At the end of Chapter six, a summary of the complete statistically significant results has been 

provided.  These results are not included as they do not form part of the core research project. 

There are some surprisingly informative results concerning reporting practices, ESG scoring 

methodology, and the financial drivers for change. It can be interpreted from the effects that 
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the ESG scoring methodology appears to be heavily weighted towards economic outcomes and 

metrics rather than environmental, social, and governance performance. The BBESG sub-

categories seem statistically significant to sales and market capitalisation but not to report type, 

sustainability level or <IR>,  including audit, IRF, tone, sentiment and readability.   

This suggests a historical perspective on the ESG metrics of financial results-based strategy 

rather than a sustainability reporting weighting to the metric.  Therefore, to meet the ESG 

scoring methodology, organisations are incentivised not to change or fundamentally improve 

reporting to meet environmental concerns but to remain primarily financially driven.   Thereby 

not changing or altering behaviours to meet society's expectations of ESG.  

Notwithstanding these observations, the assessment of the research aim concluded that the 

<IR> does meet some of the IIRC advertised benefits, including increased quality of disclosures, 

improved balance and connectivity of information, and enhanced market valuation. The 

adoption of <IR> improves the perception of market participants and the investment 

community through enhanced perception from transparent and concise information 

disclosures. Consequently, making the organisation a more attractive proposition to market 

participants results in improvements in market capitalisation and enterprise value. 

The results and the recommendation support the statement by the ISSB. 

Andreas Barckow, Chair of the IASB and Emmanuel Faber, Chair of the ISSB, said: “We are 

convinced that the Integrated Reporting Framework drives high-quality corporate reporting 

and connectivity between financial statements and sustainability-related financial disclosures, 

which improves the quality of information provided to investors. Therefore, we strongly 

encourage continued use of the Integrated Reporting Framework and the Integrated Thinking 

Principles underpinning it.”       (ISSB, 2022, p. 1) 

Consequently, increasing stakeholder engagement through transparent, quality and more 

informative reporting. However, it can be concluded based on all available evidence, including 

slow diffusion, low adoption numbers, and no immediate financial benefits. Organisations are 

implementing <IR> as a preventative innovation based on uncertain future risks and to meet 

social norms and reputation management (Rogers, 2003; Robertson and Samy, 2015).   

The results have significant implications for governments, policy-makers and the newly formed 

ISSB (International Sustainability Standards Board), providing insightful analysis into global 

diffusion patterns and adoption rates. The study also provides ESG providers with evidence 

that ESG scoring methodologies need to reflect sustainability reporting guidelines better.  

https://info.valuereportingfoundation.org/e3t/Ctc/I0+113/c2vMK04/VWFYGX5_GHHKW6zvTyV3qtMY4W2dmkKk4KvxwYMwF3Tf3lLBGV1-WJV7CgTk7MlWdLQpn9MNW3jXvQ83CSw9bW7CgpL-2s82kXW8m3Lxz78Z5-SW77Y-dQ2pqwJhW6vMMP54StVX5N8bvGwyRzX1dW39sD7T8g2klCVZcq088cFw5qW2hXxx33xg381W3342Wp1MXR1_W5wFhSr2MS06jW8cJChf1LYzWLW29c2pL7290kwN98K0bbxSmsJW7TZ01y3gJcTVW5RjmP48x97nzW52Zww-85mg-cW1sLZ6C4yfq52W637Z8Y8Jg_n8W9hFWcZ66FxNmW3K-2zD57qBRKW1TTkXl6JWGpnW42Bck133wXb-34rN1
https://info.valuereportingfoundation.org/e3t/Ctc/I0+113/c2vMK04/VWFYGX5_GHHKW6zvTyV3qtMY4W2dmkKk4KvxwYMwF3Tf3lLBGV1-WJV7CgTk7MlWdLQpn9MNW3jXvQ83CSw9bW7CgpL-2s82kXW8m3Lxz78Z5-SW77Y-dQ2pqwJhW6vMMP54StVX5N8bvGwyRzX1dW39sD7T8g2klCVZcq088cFw5qW2hXxx33xg381W3342Wp1MXR1_W5wFhSr2MS06jW8cJChf1LYzWLW29c2pL7290kwN98K0bbxSmsJW7TZ01y3gJcTVW5RjmP48x97nzW52Zww-85mg-cW1sLZ6C4yfq52W637Z8Y8Jg_n8W9hFWcZ66FxNmW3K-2zD57qBRKW1TTkXl6JWGpnW42Bck133wXb-34rN1
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8.2  Contribution 

 

This research makes several significant contributions theoretically and to industry 

practitioners in corporate reporting diffusion. 

8.2.1  Theoretical Contribution 

 

Previous research in corporate sustainability reporting and diffusion of innovation studies has 

only focused on incremental innovation studies in business research (Dayyala et al., 2020; El-

Helaly et al., 2020; Ramanna & Sletten, 2009). This research has provided additional evidence 

for applying preventive innovation studies to environmental and sustainability reporting 

innovations.  

Additionally, this study adopted a communication theory approach recommended by Rogers 

(2003) and respected the lead of many outstanding academics by utilising a multiple-theory 

approach (Eccles et al., 2003, 2012).  This study supported DOI, voluntary disclosure, signalling 

and impression management theories. Linking these theories to the final conceptual and 

research framework provides a more profound relationship based on the preventative 

innovation concepts.  

Further contributions were from the development of two novel measurements for quality and 

readability. 

8.2.2  Practical Contribution 

 

The first practical contribution of this research is identifying a global adoption rate and 

diffusion pattern to be established. This will benefit policymakers by placing voluntary 

adoption in a global context. 

The second contribution is establishing a country’s environmental performance and cultural 

values division with the organisational practices as measured by the GLOBE dimensions. 

Supporting the sectorial clusters are globally influential and exist outside of national 

boundaries. 

The third practical contribution is developing a new novel TQDS, consolidating five 

independent measures of assessing good quality disclosures. This contributes to content 

analysis and disclosure research by adopting and defining quality using a multiple-measure 
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approach. The extensive use of the DICTION software, calculation and dictionaries contribute 

to its use in text analysis in business research. 

The fourth contribution is the recognition of the contributing elements of <IR> quality, 

including the application of the IRF, readability, tone, and sentiment. The improvements in 

quality were also linked to cultural values and organisation practices of quality developments 

through the GLOBE dimensions.  

This study contributes to business research by analysing all international organisations and not 

limiting them to specific sectors. Subsequently, enhancing the value of the study by making it 

internationally broad and more relevant to all organisational types.  

8.3  Research Implications 

 

The research methodology and results indicate several implications from a theoretical and 

practical perspective. The evidence presented merges industry-based experience with 

academic research philosophy and training. 

8.3.1  Theoretical Implications 

 

The research has several theoretical implications, which include the following. 

The first theoretical implication is utilising and assessing a multiple-theory research approach. 

Subsequently, adopting a strategic corporate communication analysis enabled the assessment 

of four related disclosure theories for specific <IR> benefits.  

The second implication is opening different avenues of theory research for business and 

management scholars. Consequently, the research enhances the business and management 

field by utilising an underdeveloped research area of DOI theory in preventative innovation 

studies, typically utilised in public health policy studies. Therefore, enabling future corporate 

reporting studies to take advantage of this exciting avenue of research. 

The third implication concerns the assessment of voluntary disclosure theory with the novel 

development of quality measures encompassing five inherent attributes of sound quality 

disclosures defined by the IASB, IIRC and ACCA. It enables researchers to develop and extend 

these components, improving analysis flexibility for future studies over a single quality 

measure.  
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A fourth implication concerns implementing the DICTION software calculated readability score 

provides academics and researchers with a profound alternative to more traditional readability 

measures and the weaknesses documented in the literature. 

The fifth implication concerns assessing the consolidated <IR> (financial and non-financial) by 

pushing the boundaries of the application to IMT. Consequently, adopting a three-measure 

approach and using dictionaries from DICTION and Loughran and McDonald to determine the 

readability, tone, and sentiment provides a robust content analysis framework for future 

studies. 

8.3.2  Practical Implications 

 

There are just five practical implications resulting from the research. 

The first implication is the recognition of the added benefits of <IR> and encouraging 

organisations to adopt <IR> and the GRI. Significant improvements to the reporting quality 

from the implementation of <IR> include comparability across nations, readability, and 

balance. The indirect benefits include improved information layout, structure, flow, and 

conciseness. Additionally, making it a more attractive investment opportunity for the investor 

clientele. 

The second implication is for policymakers and the newly formed ISSB that difficult decisions 

must be made concerning the future of voluntary sustainability reporting. It is recommended 

that the structure of the <IR> become mandatory for all global organisations currently 

reporting under the IFRS banner. This provides a consistent international format for the 

current CSR reporting improving quality, comparability, and transparency. The other sector-

focused standards can remain voluntary, but there needs to be a standardised global structure 

for consolidated corporate and sustainability reporting in the same vein as IFRS.  The evidence 

presented suggests allowing and continuing to allow voluntary adoption fails.  

The third implication of this research is on ESG providers. There is evidence of a heavily 

weighted financial performance-driven culture in the ESG scores. Therefore, ESG providers are 

encouraged to change the weighting of their ESG scoring methodology to reflect better the 

organisation's sustainability reporting decisions.  

The fourth implication is for education providers to encourage teaching and business educators 

to add <IR> to their academic programs of study and encourage students to further research 

sustainability reporting, its implications, and its consequences.  



Page | 271  

 

The final implication concerns industry professionals and practitioners who can ascertain the 

practical benefits of implementing IRF and publishing a <IR> for the broad stakeholder 

community.  

8.4  Limitations 

 

The research and thesis provide theoretical and practical contributions to knowledge and 

address several research gaps in the literature. The results presented are subject to various 

limitations, which are as follows. 

The first significant limitation of the research considers the measurement criteria adopted and 

the use and development of the novel quality score and measure of readability criteria. These 

are non-standardised measures that have not been used in research previously. Therefore, as 

with any novel approach, various alternative measures or methods have been widely 

implemented in the literature. However, the risk associated with new developments is worth 

taking to push boundaries and add unique insight and knowledge. But the responsibility 

remains with the author.  

The second limitation concerns the research method, methodology and choice of the approach 

adopted, which could have been improved by considering alternative methods adopted in the 

literature. Furthermore, this research heavily focuses on quantitative methods at the expense 

of alternatives (Albitar et al., 2020; Elshandidy et al., 2013, 2022; Robertson & Samy, 2015).  

The third limitation concerns extending the approach adopted in the DOI. This research relies 

on just one aspect of DOI theory at the expense of identifying and testing other components that 

may add to the existing literature and research field, which could have assisted in 

understanding barriers to adoption (Dayyala et al., 2020; Robertson & Samy, 2015; Rogers, 

2004). 

 

A fourth limitation is the consolidated <IR> versus narrative sections only relating to content 

analysis. The research could have been improved by identifying the different elements of the 

<IR> between the mandatory section (financial) and voluntary sections (narrative sections). 

Consequently, separating them would enrich the general understanding of where the value in 

reporting is added—also considering whether there is a fundamental change to the balance, 

tone, and sentiment of the financial section from that exhibited in the <IR> narrative section 

(Elshandidy et al., 2013). 
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The fifth limitation is the quality and availability of information in external databases such as 

Eikon, Capital IQ, and Bloomberg. The data quality, translation and comparability between 

these and the financial metrics have many internal weaknesses. Therefore, the results are 

subject to this caveat.  Additionally, there were limitations in the availability of information 

from organisations’ websites to extract the annual financial statements and <IR> (Appendix 

A1). 

The sixth limitation concerns the data sample received from the GRI organisation (GRI, 2016). 

There were several inconsistencies exhibited in the data. Therefore, many discrepancies were 

overcome, with every precaution being made to ensure consistency and validity of the data, but 

it remains a limitation. Furthermore, the sample may suffer from certain biases concerning 

companies' self-selection to have their reports presented on the GRI and <IR> websites and 

databases. 

The seventh limitation concerns the approach adopted for variables with missing observations, 

which used the standard STATA listwise deletions. Therefore, this reduced the number of 

records available for the analysis and regression models due to missing data. Other variables 

could have been used to replace those with excessive missing observations or implement the 

miss data procedures acceptable in the literature (Baltagi, 2021; Wooldridge, 2009). 

The eighth limitation concerns the comparative sustainability framework selected for this 

study. The GRI was chosen because it was the precursor to the <IR>. Still, other sustainability 

frameworks were equally or closely aligned to the <IR> that could have provided a closer 

comparative analysis for DOI diffusion patterns, including the SASB, CDP, and UNGC.  

The ninth limitation is the content analysis concerning the text analysis, which focuses on 

quantity rather than the meanings of the written word of the disclosures. Consequently, the 

internal dictionaries of the DICTION software are an integral part of the study and a significant 

limitation to the inner mechanisms of the software. Furthermore, the research could have been 

enriched by analysing the 48 DICTION dictionaries to provide additional insight into the <IR> 

(Carroll & Einwiller, 2017; Hart, 2014; Short & Palmer, 2008; Zhao, 2017). 

The tenth limitation is the research relied heavily on excel spreadsheets and formulas to collate 

and analyse large datasets. Every effort has been made to ensure the internal constancy of the 

data through validation and check totals. However, as with many big data projects, this research 

is limited by the researchers' knowledge and use of excel.  This research could have been 
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improved by adopting a machine-learning algorithm to conduct the required organisational 

analysis (Acheampong & Elshandidy, 2021). 

The large-scale nature of this research and, in general, big data requires specific attention to 

data management. Therefore, every effort has been made to remain consistent in collation, 

interrogation, and interpretation. Thus, the limitation is that the investigator manages the data 

appropriately, and I am responsible for what is analysed and presented as part of this thesis. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, this research thesis provides a robust analysis of global 

diffusion, adoption rates, quality and financial metrics analysis, and evidence of the 

international nature of  <IR>. 

 

8.5  Future Research 

 

Future research should consider using a mixed-method (qualitative and quantitative) to <IR> 

adoption. Consequently, supporting the learning from experiences and adding a layer of 

knowledge to supplement the secondary data analysis and numbers. Including DICTION forty-

eight dictionaries in content analysis studies can provide further insight into reporting 

practices and meanings. 

Further research could be performed on the effects of globalisation as they relate to the 

differences between cultural values and organisational behaviours in a corporate reporting 

context. Including the country analysis on DOI theory based on the quantity of total adoption 

by country to ascertain a country’s lifecycle stage category, including analysing other channels 

affecting the adoption decision. 

Another avenue of exciting research is the formation of the ISSB as part of the IASB and how 

this new organisation should position itself globally.  What does this mean for the existing 

standard of the SASB and <IR>’s value foundation? There are also developments concerning 

global stock markets' consolidation and standardisation of the ESG scoring methodology. There 

are avenues to conduct a regulatory analysis of proposals, as many ESG providers are outside 

the scope of the regulation (Albitar et al., 2020). 

Further research could give more insight by developing content analysis on the <IR>  whether 

the finance sections tone, sentiment or balance changes from the influence of the <IR> narrative 

section following the approach of other leading scholars (Albitar et al., 2020; Elshandidy et al., 

2013). Additionally, studies could develop computer algorithms and use NLP for specific 
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business-related text (XBRL), enhancing the content analysis of textual meanings in business-

related communications (Acheampong & Elshandidy, 2021). 

Further research could extend the use of the novel TQDS five attributes to incorporate 

additional quality measures, further enhancing knowledge of what constitutes good quality 

disclosures in content analysis research.  A final recommendation for further research is to 

continue the research on preventative innovation development concerning independent 

regulatory agencies and self-regulation in business and the outcomes exhibited.   



Page | 275  

 

 

 

 

REFERENCES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 



Abdullah, M., Shukor, Z. A., Mohamed, Z. M., & Ahmad, A. (2015). Risk management disclosure: A study on the effect of 

voluntary risk management disclosure toward firm value. Journal of Applied Accounting Research, 16(3), 400–432. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-10-2014-0106 

Abhayawansa, S., Elijido-Ten, E., & Dumay, J. (2018). A practice theoretical analysis of the irrelevance of integrated 

reporting to mainstream sell-side analysts. Accounting and Finance. https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12367 

Aboud, A., & Diab, A. (2018). The impact of social, environmental and corporate governance disclosures on firm value: 

Evidence from Egypt. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 8(4), 442–458. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-

08-2017-0079 

Aboud, A., & Diab, A. (2019). The financial and market consequences of environmental, social and governance ratings: The 

implications of recent political volatility in Egypt. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 10(3), 

498–520. https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-06-2018-0167 

ACCA. (2016). Mapping the sustainability reporting landscape: Lost in the right direction? Thinking Ahead, 5, 1–40. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W3Yn7s_XcvE 

ACCA. (2018). Tenets of good corporate reporting. ACCA Global, 1–15. www.accaglobal.com 

Acheampong, A., & Elshandidy, T. (2021). Does soft information determine credit risk? Text-based evidence from European 

banks. Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions and Money, 75. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.INTFIN.2021.101303 

Adams, C. A. (2008). A commentary on: Corporate social responsibility reporting and reputation risk management. 

Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, 21(3), 365–370. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570810863950 

Adams, C. A., Potter, B., Singh, P. J., & York, J. (2016). Exploring the implications of integrated reporting for social investment 

(disclosures). British Accounting Review, 48(3). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2016.05.002 

Adams, E. M., & Goffman, E. (1979). Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience. Philosophy and 

Phenomenological Research, 39(4), 601. https://doi.org/10.2307/2106908 

Adhikari Parajuli, M., Chhatbar, M., & Hassan, A. (2022). Measuring the impact of corporate governance on non-financial 

reporting in the top HEIs worldwide. Meditari Accountancy Research, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-10-2021-1467 

Agyei-Mensah, B. K. (2017). The relationship between corporate governance, corruption and forward-looking information 

disclosure: a comparative study. Corporate Governance (Bingley), 17(2), 284–304. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-11-

2015-0150 

Agyei-Mensah, B. K., & Buertey, S. (2019). The effect of corruption and culture on corporate social performance: an 

empirical study. Social Responsibility Journal, 15(8), 1071–1086. https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-12-2017-0271 

Ahmed Haji, A., & Anifowose, M. (2017). Initial trends in corporate disclosures following the introduction of integrated 

reporting practice in South Africa. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 18(2), 373–399. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-01-



Page | 277  

 

2016-0020 

AICPA. (1994). Improving Business Reporting - A Customer Focus: Meeting the Needs of Investors and Creditors. In 

Comprehensive Report of the Special Committee on Financial Reporting. 

http://www.aicpa.org/InterestAreas/FRC/AccountingFinancialReporting/DownloadableDocuments/Jenkins 

Committee Report.pdf 

Akerlof, G. A. (1970). The Market for Lemons: Quality Uncertainty and the Market Mechanisms. The Quarterly Journal of 

Economics, 84(3), 488–500. 

Albitar, K., Hussainey, K., Kolade, N., & Gerged, A. M. (2020). ESG disclosure and firm performance before and after IR: The 

moderating role of governance mechanisms. International Journal of Accounting and Information Management, 28(2), 

1–21. 

Alfiero, S., Cane, M., Doronzo, R., & Esposito, A. (2018). The effect of national cultural differences of board members on 

integrated reporting. Corporate Board: Role, Duties and Composition, 14(1), 7–21. 

https://doi.org/10.22495/cbv14i1art1 

Ali, A., Klasa, S., & Yeung, E. (2014). Industry concentration and corporate disclosure policy. Journal of Accounting and 

Economics, 58(2–3), 240–264. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.08.004 

Aljifri, K., & Hussainey, K. (2007). The determinants of forward-looking information in annual reports of UAE companies. 

Managerial Auditing Journal, 22(9), 881–894. https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900710829390 

Alkaraan, F., Albitar, K., Hussainey, K., & Venkatesh, V. G. (2022). Corporate transformation toward Industry 4.0 and 

financial performance: The influence of environmental, social, and governance (ESG). Technological Forecasting and 

Social Change, 175, 121423. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2021.121423 

Allen, K. (2018). Lies, damned lies and ESG rating methodologies. Financial Times, 1–3. 

https://www.ft.com/content/2e49171b-a018-3c3b-b66b-81fd7a170ab5 

Alon, A., & Dwyer, P. D. (2014). Early adoption of IFRS as a strategic response to transnational and local influences. 

International Journal of Accounting, 49(3), 348–370. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2014.07.003 

Ansari, S. M., Fiss, P. C., & Zajac, Z. J. (2010). Made to fit: How practices vary as they diffuse. Academy of Management Review, 

35(1), 67–92. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2010.45577876 

Arena, C., Bozzolan, S., & Michelon, G. (2015). Environmental Reporting: Transparency to Stakeholders or Stakeholder 

Manipulation? An Analysis of Disclosure Tone and the Role of the Board of Directors. Corporate Social Responsibility 

and Environmental Management, 22(6), 346–361. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1350 

Atkins, J., Atkins, B. C., Thomson, I., & Maroun, W. (2015). “Good” news from nowhere: Imagining utopian sustainable 

accounting. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, 28(5), 651–670. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-09-

2013-1485 

Atkins, J. F., Solomon, A., Norton, S., & Joseph, N. L. (2015). The emergence of integrated private reporting. Meditari 



Page | 278  

 

Accountancy Research, 23(1), 28–61. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-01-2014-0002 

Baalouch, F., Ayadi, S. D., & Hussainey, K. (2019). A study of the determinants of environmental disclosure quality: evidence 

from French listed companies. Journal of Management and Governance, 23(4), 939–971. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-019-09474-0 

Baboukardos, D., & Rimmel, G. (2016). Value relevance of accounting information under an integrated reporting approach: 

A research note. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 35(4), 437–452. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2016.04.004 

Badia, F., Dicuonzo, G., Petruzzelli, S., & Dell’Atti, V. (2018). Integrated reporting in action: mobilizing intellectual capital to 

improve management and governance practices. Journal of Management and Governance, 1–22. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-018-9420-1 

Ball, R. (2016). IFRS – 10 years later. Accounting and Business Research, 46(5), 545–571. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2016.1182710 

Ball, R., & Brown, P. (1968). An Empirical Evaluation of Accounting Income Numbers. Journal of Accounting Research, 6(2), 

159–178. 

Baltagi, B. H. (2021). Econometric Analysis of Panel Data (Springer Texts in Business and Economics) - Sixth Edition. In 

Springer. 

Barth, M., Cahan, S., Chen, L., & Venter, E. (2015). The Economic Consequences Associated with Integrated Report Quality: 

Early Evidence from a Mandatory Setting. Ssrn Electronic Journal, 2014. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.03.001 

Barth, M., Cahan, S., Chen, L., & Venter, E. (2017). The economic consequences associated with integrated report quality: 

Capital market and real effects. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 62(2017), 43–64. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2017.08.005 

Bavagnoli, F., Comoli, M., Gelmini, L., & Riva, P. (2014). AN OPEN QUESTION IN THE INTEGRATED REPORTING: 

MATERIALITY OR CONCISENESS? In Working Papers. 

Beattie, V. (2014). Accounting narratives and the narrative turn in accounting research: Issues, theory, methodology, 

methods and a research framework. British Accounting Review, 46(2), 111–134. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2014.05.001 

Beattie, V., McInnes, B., & Fearnley, S. (2004). A methodology for analysing and evaluating narratives in annual reports: A 

comprehensive descriptive profile and metrics for disclosure quality attributes. Accounting Forum, 28(3), 205–236. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2004.07.001 

Beattie, V., & Smith, S. J. (2013). Value creation and business models: Refocusing the intellectual capital debate. British 

Accounting Review, 45(4), 243–254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.06.001 

Beck, C., Dumay, J., & Frost, G. (2017). In Pursuit of a ‘Single Source of Truth’: from Threatened Legitimacy to Integrated 



Page | 279  

 

Reporting. Journal of Business Ethics, 141(1), 191–205. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2423-1 

Bendriouch, F., Jabbouri, I., Satt, H., Jariri, Z., & M’hamdi, M. (2022). Tone complexity and the cost of debt retrospective data 

from the USA. Review of Behavioral Finance. https://doi.org/10.1108/RBF-02-2022-0064 

Berg, B., Zaba, D., Gregory, H., Liekefett, K. H., Wood, L., Grapsas, R., Kai, N., Gregory, H. J., & Wood, L. (2021). Harvard Law 

School Forum on Corporate Governance. 2020(1), 1–6. 

Berger, A. N., & Bonaccorsi di Patti, E. (2006). Capital structure and firm performance: A new approach to testing agency 

theory and an application to the banking industry. Journal of Banking and Finance, 30(4), 1065–1102. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2005.05.015 

Berger, P. G. (2011). Challenges and opportunities in disclosure research-A discussion of “the financial reporting 

environment: Review of the recent literature.” Journal of Accounting and Economics, 51(1–2), 204–218. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2011.01.001 

Bergh, D. D., Connelly, B. L., Ketchen, D. J., & Shannon, L. M. (2014). Signalling theory and equilibrium in strategic 

management research: An assessment and a research agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 51(8), 1334–1360. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12097 

Bernardi, C., & Stark, A. W. (2018). Environmental, social and governance disclosure, integrated reporting, and the accuracy 

of analyst forecasts. In British Accounting Review (Vol. 50, Issue 1). Elsevier Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2016.10.001 

Bhadane, C., Dalal, H., & Doshi, H. (2015). Sentiment analysis: Measuring opinions. Procedia Computer Science, 45(C), 808–

814. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2015.03.159 

Bianchi Martini, S., Corvino, A., Doni, F., & Rigolini, A. (2016). Relational capital disclosure, corporate reporting and 

company performance: Evidence from Europe. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 17(2), 186–217. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-07-2015-0065 

Bini, L., Giunta, F., & Dainelli, F. (2011). Signalling Theory and Voluntary Disclosure to the Financial Market - Evidence from 

the Profitability Indicators Published in the Annual Report. Ssrn, 1–29. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1930177 

Blackman, D. A., Moon, K., Harris, S., & Sarre, S. D. (2014). Knowledge management, context and public policy: Developing 

an analysis framework. Handbook of Research on Knowledge Management: Adaptation and Context, 208–233. 

https://doi.org/10.4337/9781783470426.00022 

Bligh, M. C., Kohles, J. C., & Meindl, J. R. (2003). Textual Analysis of Leadership During Crisis: a Methodological Illustration 

of Responses To 9/11. Academy of Management Proceedings, 2003(1), C1–C6. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2003.13792300 

Bloomberg. (2017). Bloomberg for Sustainable Finance Analysis A Bloomberg Terminal offering. 

https://data.bloomberglp.com/professional/sites/10/ESG-Brochure1.pdf 

Bohren, O. (1998). The agent’s ethics in the principle-agent model. Journal of Business Ethics, 17(May), 745–755. 



Page | 280  

 

Bonsón, E., & Bednárová, M. (2015). CSR reporting practices of Eurozone companies. Revista de Contabilidad, 18(2), 182–

193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcsar.2014.06.002 

Botosan, C. A., Plumlee, M. A., & Xie, Y. (2004). The role of information precision in determining the cost of equity capital. 

Review of Accounting Studies, 9(2–3), 233–259. https://doi.org/10.1023/b:rast.0000028188.71604.0a 

Boulton, R., Libert, B., & Samek, S. M. (2000). Cracking the value code : how successful businesses are creating wealth in the 

new economy. HarperBusiness. 

Brammer, S., & Pavelin, S. (2006). Voluntary environmental disclosures by large UK companies. Journal of Business Finance 

and Accounting, 33(7–8), 1168–1188. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5957.2006.00598.x 

Brennan, N. M., Guillamon-Saorin, E., & Pierce, A. (2009). Impression management: Developing and illustrating a scheme 

of analysis for narrative disclosures - A methodological note. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, 22(5), 

789–832. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570910966379 

Bronwyn, H. H. (2006). Innovation and Diffusion. The Oxford Handbook of Innovation, October, 459—484. 

http://books.google.com/books?id=AIl_xnV7IMoC&hl=ru 

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2007). Business Research Methods. In Oxford University Press. Oxford university press. 

Burchell, J., & Cook, J. (2013). CSR, Co-optation and resistance: The emergence of new agonistic relations between business 

and civil society. Journal of Business Ethics, 115(4), 741–754. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1830-z 

Burke, J. J., & Clark, C. E. (2016). The business case for integrated reporting: Insights from leading practitioners, regulators, 

and academics. In Business Horizons (Vol. 59, Issue 3). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2016.01.001 

Burrell, G., & Morgan, G. (2019). Sociological Paradigms and Organisational Analysis. Sociological Paradigms and 

Organisational Analysis. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315609751 

Burritt, R. L. (2012). Environmental performance accountability: Planet, people, profits. Accounting, Auditing and 

Accountability Journal, 25(2), 370–405. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513571211198791 

Busch, P. O., Jörgens, H., & Tews, K. (2005). The global diffusion of regulatory instruments: The making of a new 

international environmental regime. Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 598(March), 146–

167. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272355 

Business matters. (2019). Why reputation management is so important in a business. https://bmmagazine.co.uk/in-

business/advice/why-reputation-management-is-so-important-in-a-business/ 

Cameron, A. C., & Trivedi, P. K. (2005). Microeconometrics : methods and applications. Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511811241 

Cameron, A. C., & Trivedi, P. K. (2009). Microeconometrics Using Stata. Stata Press. 

Carroll, C. E., & Einwiller, S. (2017). Disclosure Alignment and Transparency Signaling in CSR Reporting. SSRN Electronic 



Page | 281  

 

Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2952627 

Chaidali, P. (Penny), & Jones, M. J. (2017). It’s a matter of trust: Exploring the perceptions of Integrated Reporting preparers. 

In Critical Perspectives on Accounting (Vol. 48). Elsevier Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2017.08.001 

Chan, M. C. C., Watson, J., & Woodliff, D. (2014). Corporate Governance Quality and CSR Disclosures. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 125(1), 59–73. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1887-8 

Chauvey, J. N., Giordano-Spring, S., Cho, C. H., & Patten, D. M. (2015). The Normativity and Legitimacy of CSR Disclosure: 

Evidence from France. Journal of Business Ethics, 130(4), 789–803. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2114-y 

Chen, Y., Jermias, J., & Nazari, J. A. (2016). The Effects of CSR Reporting Frameworks and Financial Conditions on Managers’ 

Willingness to Invest in CSR. Ssrn, 1–39. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2711053 

Chithambo, L., & Tauringana, V. (2017). Corporate governance and greenhouse gas disclosure: a mixed-methods approach. 

Corporate Governance (Bingley), 17(4), 678–699. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-10-2016-0202 

Chouaibi, Y., Belhouchet, S., Chouaibi, S., & Chouaibi, J. (2022). The integrated reporting quality, cost of equity and financial 

performance in Islamic banks. Journal of Global Responsibility, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JGR-11-2021-0099/FULL/PDF 

Chowdhury, N. (2020). Research Methods - Keyword in Context - Special Issue. 1. 

Chua, W. F., & Taylor, S. L. (2008). The rise and rise of IFRS: An examination of IFRS diffusion. Journal of Accounting and 

Public Policy, 27(6), 462–473. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2008.09.004 

Chunhui Liu, Yao, L. J., Hu, N., & Liu, L. (2011). The impact of ifrs on accounting quality in a regulated market: An empirical 

study of China. Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance, 26(4), 659–676. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X11409164 

Clayton, A., Rogerson, J., & Rampedi, I. (2015). Integrated reporting vs sustainability reporting for corporate responsibility in 

South Africa. 29(29), 7–17. 

Coase, R. H. (1937). The Nature of the Firm. Economica, 4(16), 386–405. https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1468-

0335.1937.TB00002.X 

Collis, J., Holt, A., & Hussey, R. (2012). Conceptual framework for financial reporting. Business Accounting, September, 112–

128. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-00662-2_5 

Committee for Economic Development: Research and Policy Committee. (2000). Rebuilding Corporate Leadership: How 

Directors Can Link Long-Term Performance with Public Goals. In Main (Issue 202). 

http://ced.issuelab.org/research/listing/rebuilding_corporate_leadership_how_directors_can_link_long_term_perfo

rmance_with_public_goals 

Connolly-Ahern, C., & Broadway, S. C. (2007). The importance of appearing competent: An analysis of corporate impression 

management strategies on the World Wide Web. Public Relations Review, 33(3), 343–345. 



Page | 282  

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2007.05.017 

Corporation of London. (2005). financing the future: The London Principles. World Summit on Sustainable Development, 1–

57. https://doi.org/10.2307/3551009 

Cotter, J., Lokman, N., & Najah, M. M. (2011). Voluntary disclosure research: Which theory is relevant? The Journal of 

Theoretical Accounting Research, 6(2), 77–95. 

Crutchley, C. E., & Hansen, R. S. (1989). A Test of the Agency Theory of Managerial Ownership, Corporate Leverage, and 

Corporate Dividends. Financial Management, 18(4), 36. https://doi.org/10.2307/3665795 

Dayyala, N., Zaidi, S. K. R., & Bagchi, K. (2020). Diffusion of IFRS using innovation diffusion models. International Journal of 

Accounting and Information Management, 28(4), 685–701. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-01-2020-0002 

De Villiers, C., Hsiao, P. C. K., & Maroun, W. (2017). Developing a conceptual model of influences around integrated 

reporting, new insights and directions for future research. In Meditari Accountancy Research (Vol. 25, Issue 4, pp. 

450–460). https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-07-2017-0183 

De Villiers, C., & Marques, A. (2016). Corporate social responsibility, country-level predispositions, and the consequences 

of choosing a level of disclosure. Accounting and Business Research, 46(2), 167–195. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2015.1039476 

Deloitte. (2013). < IR > in Focus - The IIRC releases the International Integrated Reporting < IR > Framework (Issue 

December). 

Demaline, C. (2020). Disclosure readability of firms investigated for books-and-records infractions: An impression 

management perspective. Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting, 18(1), 131–145. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-10-2018-0094/FULL/XML 

Deng, Q., Hine, M. J., Ji, S., & Sur, S. (2018). Inside the Black Box of Dictionary Building for Text Analytics: A Design Science 

Approach. Journal of International Technology and Information Management, 27(3), 119–159. 

Dhaliwal, D. S., Li, O. Z., Tsang, A., & Yang, Y. G. (2011). Voluntary nonfinancial disclosure and the cost of equity capital: The 

initiation of corporate social responsibility reporting. Accounting Review, 86(1), 59–100. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.00000005 

Diez-Cañamero, B., Bishara, T., Otegi-Olaso, J. R., Minguez, R., & Fernández, J. M. (2020). Measurement of corporate social 

responsibility: A review of corporate sustainability indexes, rankings and ratings. Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(5). 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12052153 

Dimitrov, K. (2018). Geert Hofstede et al.’s set of national cultural dimensions - popularity and criticisms. 2. 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1434882 

DiPiazza, S. A., & Eccles, R. G. (2002). Building public trust : the future of corporate reporting. Wiley. 

Dissanayake, D., Tilt, C., & Xydias-Lobo, M. (2016). Sustainability reporting by publicly listed companies in Sri Lanka. 



Page | 283  

 

Journal of Cleaner Production, 129, 169–182. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.04.086 

Djellal, F., & Gallouj, F. (2017). The laws of imitation and invention: Gabriel Tarde and the evolutionary economics of 

innovation. Revue Economique, 68(4), 643–671. https://doi.org/10.3917/reco.684.0643 

Domingues, A. R., Lozano, R., Ceulemans, K., & Ramos, T. B. (2017). Sustainability reporting in public sector organisations: 

Exploring the relation between the reporting process and organisational change management for sustainability. 

Journal of Environmental Management, 192, 292–301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.01.074 

Doney, P. M., Cannon, J. P., & Mullen, M. R. (1998). Understanding the Influence of National Culture on the Development of 

Trust. The Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 601. https://doi.org/10.2307/259297 

Dragu, I.-M., & Tiron-Tudor, A. (2013). The Integrated Reporting Initiative from an Institutional Perspective: Emergent 

Factors. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 92(Lumen), 275–279. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.08.672 

Dragu, I., & Tiron-Tudor, A. (2014). Research Agenda on Integrated Reporting: New Emergent Theory and Practice. 

Procedia Economics and Finance, 15(April), 221–227. https://doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(14)00488-2 

Dranove, D., & Jin, G. Z. (2010). Quality Disclosure and Certification: Theory and Practice. Journal of Economic Literature, 

48(4), 935–963. https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.48.4.935 

Du Toit, E., & Esterhuyse, L. (2021). Narrative Styles and Institutional Isomorphism in South African CEOs’ Shareholder 

Letters. The African Journal of Information and Communication, 27. https://doi.org/10.23962/10539/31369 

Dumay, J., Bernardi, C., Guthrie, J., & Demartini, P. (2016). Integrated reporting: A structured literature review. In 

Accounting Forum (Vol. 40, Issue 3). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2016.06.001 

Dumay, J., Bernardi, C., Guthrie, J., & La Torre, M. (2017). Barriers to implementing the International Integrated Reporting 

Framework A contemporary academic perspective. In Meditari Accountancy Research (Vol. 25, Issue 4, pp. 461–480). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-05-2017-0150 

Dumitru, M., & Guşe, R. G. (2017). The Legitimacy of the International Integrated Reporting Council. Accounting and 

Management Information Systems, 16(1), 30–58. 

Dye R. (1985). Disclosure of nonproprietary information. Journal of Accounting Research, 23(1), 123–145. 

Eccles, R. (2002). The Value Reporting Revolution. Accountancy Ireland, 34(1), 42. 

http://search.proquest.com/docview/223174410/fulltextPDF/DDD0FE82E1334C15PQ/1?accountid=15920 

Eccles, R. (2012). Get ready: Mandated integrated reporting is the future of corporate reporting. MIT Sloan Management 

Review, 53(3). 

Eccles, R. G., Herz, R., Keegan, M., & Phillips, D. (2003). The Value ReportingTM Revolution: Moving Beyond the Earnings 

Game. In Research in Accounting Regulation (Vol. 16, Issue C). Wiley 2001. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1052-

0457(02)16020-6 



Page | 284  

 

Eccles, R. G., Ioannou, I., & Serafeim, G. (2012). The Impact of a Corporate Culture of Sustainability on Corporate Behavior 

and Performance. SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1964011 

Eccles, R. G., Ioannou, I., & Serafeim, G. (2014). The impact of corporate sustainability on organizational processes and 

performance. Management Science, 60(11), 2835–2857. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.1984 

Eccles, R. G., & Krzus, M. P. (2010). One Report - Integrated Reporting For A Sustainable Strategy. In Financial Executive 

(Vol. 26, Issue 2). http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=buh&AN=48961959&site=ehost-

live&scope=site 

Eccles, R. G., Krzus, M. P., & Solano, C. (2019). A Comparative Analysis of Integrated Reporting in Ten Countries. SSRN 

Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3345590 

Eccles, R. G., & Serafeim, G. (2013). The performance frontier: Innovating for a sustainable strategy. Harvard Business 

Review, 91(5). 

Eccles, R., Ioannou, I., & Serafeim, G. (2014). THE IMPACT OF CORPORATE SUSTAINABILITY ON ORGANIZATIONAL 

PROCESSES AND PERFORMANCE. MRS Proceedings. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13398-014-0173-7.2 

Einhorn, H. J., & Hogarth, R. M. (1981). Behavioural Decision Theory: Processes of Judgment and Choice. Journal of 

Accounting Research, 19(1), 1. https://doi.org/10.2307/2490959 

El-haj, M., Alves, P., Rayson, P., Walker, M., & Young, S. (2017). Retrieving, classifying and analysing narrative commentary 

in unstructured ( glossy ) annual reports published as PDF files Retrieving, Classifying and Analysing Narrative 

Commentary in Unstructured ( Glossy ) Annual Reports Published as PDF Files Abstr. In Accounting and Business 

Research. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2803275 

El-Haj, M., Rayson, P., Walker, M., Young, S., & Simaki, V. (2019). In search of meaning: Lessons, resources and next steps 

for computational analysis of financial discourse. Journal of Business Finance and Accounting, 46(3–4), 265–306. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12378 

El-Halaby, S., & Hussainey, K. (2015). The determinants of social accountability disclosure: Evidence from Islamic banks 

around the world. International Journal of Business, 20(3), 202–223. 

El-Helaly, M., Ntim, C. G., & Soliman, M. (2020). The Role of National Culture in International Financial Reporting Standards 

Adoption. Research in International Business and Finance, 54, 101241. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2020.101241 

Eliwa, Y., Aboud, A., & Saleh, A. (2021). ESG practices and the cost of debt: Evidence from EU countries. Critical Perspectives 

on Accounting, 79, 102097. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2019.102097 

Elkington, J. (1998a). Accounting for the Triple Bottom Line. Measuring Business Excellence, 2(3), 18–22. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/eb025539 

Elkington, J. (1998b). Partnerships from cannibals with forks: The triple bottom line of 21st-century business. 

Environmental Quality Management, 8(1), 37–51. https://doi.org/10.1002/tqem.3310080106 



Page | 285  

 

Elkington, J. (1999). Triple bottom line revolution--reporting for the third millennium. In Australian CPA (Vol. 69, Issue 11, 

pp. 75–76). http://0-search.proquest.com.wam.leeds.ac.uk/docview/211356463?pq-

origsite=summon&accountid=14664%5Cnhttp://0-

media.proquest.com.wam.leeds.ac.uk/media/pq/classic/doc/47625671/fmt/pi/rep/NONE?hl=&cit%3Aauth=Elki

ngton%2C+John&cit%3Atitle=Triple+bottom+line+ 

Elkins, Z., & Simmons, B. (2005). On waves, clusters, and diffusion: A conceptual framework. Annals of the American 

Academy of Political and Social Science, 598(March), 33–51. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272516 

Elshandidy, T. (2022). The Impact of Corporate Governance on the Quality of Integrated Reporting: International Evidence. 

Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 9(6), 127–137. 

https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2022.vol9.no6.0127 

Elshandidy, T., Elmassri, M., & Elsayed, M. (2022). Integrated reporting, textual risk disclosure and market value. Corporate 

Governance (Bingley), 22(1), 173–193. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-01-2021-0002/FULL/PDF 

Elshandidy, T., Fraser, I., & Hussainey, K. (2013). Aggregated, voluntary, and mandatory risk disclosure incentives: 

Evidence from UK FTSE all-share companies. International Review of Financial Analysis, 30, 320–333. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2013.07.010 

Elshandidy, T., & Neri, L. (2015). Corporate Governance, Risk Disclosure Practices, and Market Liquidity: Comparative 

Evidence from the UK and Italy. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 23(4), 331–356. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12095 

Elshandidy, T., & Zeng, C. (2022). The value relevance of risk-related disclosure: Does the tone of disclosure matter? Borsa 

Istanbul Review, 22(3), 498–514. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bir.2021.06.014 

Elzahar, H., Hussainey, K., Mazzi, F., & Tsalavoutas, I. (2015). Economic consequences of key performance indicators’ 

disclosure quality. International Review of Financial Analysis, 39, 96–112. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2015.03.005 

Embong, Z., Mohd-Saleh, N., & Hassan, M. S. (2012). Firm size, disclosure and cost of equity capital. In Asian Review of 

Accounting (Vol. 20, Issue 2, pp. 119–139). https://doi.org/10.1108/13217341211242178 

Emerson, J., Wendling, Z., Esty, D. C., & Levy, M. A. (2016). Environment Performance Index (EPI). Yale Center for 

Environmental Law and Policy, January, 123. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.34995.12328 

Eshraghi, A. (2014). Fund manager overconfidence and investment narratives. Communication and Language Analysis in 

the Corporate World, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-4999-6.ch001 

Farooq, U., Ahmed, J., Tabash, M. I., Anagreh, S., & Subhani, B. H. (2021). Nexus between government green environmental 

concerns and corporate real investment: Empirical evidence from selected Asian economies. Journal of Cleaner 

Production, 314, 128089. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.128089 

Fasan, M., & Mio, C. (2017). Fostering Stakeholder Engagement: The Role of Materiality Disclosure in Integrated Reporting. 

Business Strategy and the Environment, 26(3). https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1917 



Page | 286  

 

Feng, T., Cummings, L., & Tweedie, D. (2017). Exploring integrated thinking in integrated reporting – an exploratory study 

in Australia. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 18(2), 330–353. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-06-2016-

0068 

Financial Reporting Council. (2020). Consultation paper on sustainability reporting (Vol. 46, Issue September). 

https://www.ifrs.org/content/dam/ifrs/publications/requests-for-information/english/2020/consultation-paper-

on-sustainability-reporting.pdf 

Fisher, C., John Buglear, Lowry, D., Mutch, A., & Tansley, C. (2007). Researching and Writing a Dissertation: A Guidebook 

for Business Students. Pearson Education Limited, 359. http://books.google.com/books?id=JaUMkIFiuD0C&pgis=1 

Fisher, R. ., Staden, C. J. V., & Richards, G. (2019). Tone and the Accounting Narrative. 

https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/10125/59356/HARC_2019_paper_201.pdf 

Fisher, R., van Staden, C. J., & Richards, G. (2020). Watch that tone: An investigation of the use and stylistic consequences 

of tone in corporate accountability disclosures. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, 33(1), 77–105. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2016-2745 

Fitzsimon, P., van der Laan, R., & Khosla, S. (2015). Implementing integrated reporting: PwC’s practical guide for a new 

business language. July, 32. 

Font, X., Walmsley, A., Cogotti, S., McCombes, L., & Häusler, N. (2012). Corporate social responsibility: The disclosure-

performance gap. Tourism Management, 33(6), 1544–1553. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.02.012 

Fontrodona, J., & Sison, A. J. G. (2006). The nature of the firm, agency theory and shareholder theory: A critique from 

philosophical anthropology. Journal of Business Ethics, 66(1), 33–42. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9052-2 

Francis, J., Nanda, D., & Olsson, P. (2008). Voluntary disclosure, earnings quality, and cost of capital. Journal of Accounting 

Research, 46(1), 53–99. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2008.00267.x 

FRC. (2009). Louder than words: FRC Discussion paper. In FRC. © The Financial Reporting Council Limited 2009. 

https://doi.org/10.1188/14.CJON.602 

Freeman, C. (2017). The ‘National System of Innovation’ in historical perspective. Cambridge Journal of Economics, March 

1993, 5–24. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.cje.a035309 

Frias-Aceituno, J. V., Rodriguez-Ariza, L., & Garcia-Sanchez, I. M. (2013). The role of the board in the dissemination of 

integrated corporate social reporting. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 20(4), 219–

233. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1294 

Frias-Aceituno, J. V., Rodríguez-Ariza, L., & Garcia-Sánchez, I. M. (2014). Explanatory Factors of Integrated Sustainability 

and Financial Reporting. Business Strategy and the Environment, 23(1), 56–72. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1765 

Frías-Aceituno, J. V., Rodríguez-Ariza, L., & García-Sánchez, I. M. (2013). Is integrated reporting determined by a country’s 

legal system? An exploratory study. Journal of Cleaner Production, 44, 45–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.12.006 



Page | 287  

 

Friedman, M. (2017). The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. Corporate Social Responsibility, 31–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-70818-6_14 

Frynas, J. G., & Stephens, S. (2015). Political Corporate Social Responsibility: Reviewing Theories and Setting New Agendas. 

International Journal of Management Reviews, 17(4), 483–509. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12049 

Fuchs, D., Schlipphak, B., Treib, O., Nguyen Long, L. A., & Lederer, M. (2020). Which way forward in measuring the quality 

of life? A critical analysis of sustainability and well-being indicator sets. Global Environmental Politics, 20(2), 12–36. 

https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00554 

Fuente, J. A., García-Sánchez, I. M., & Lozano, M. B. (2017). The role of the board of directors in the adoption of GRI guidelines 

for the disclosure of CSR information. Journal of Cleaner Production, 141, 737–750. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.155 

Funk, J. L., & Methe, D. T. (2001). Market- and committee-based mechanisms in the creation and diffusion of global industry 

standards: The case of mobile communication. Research Policy, 30(4), 589–610. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-

7333(00)00095-0 

Gallego-Álvarez, I., & Pucheta-Martínez, M. C. (2020). How cultural dimensions, legal systems, and industry affect 

environmental reporting? Empirical evidence from an international perspective. Business Strategy and the 

Environment, 29(5), 2037–2057. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2486 

Galvao, A., Montes-Rojas, G., Sosa-Escudero, W., & Alejo, J. (2015). Tests for Normality in Linear Panel Data Models. In 

Universidad Nacional de La Plata, Centro de Estudios Distributivos, Laborales y Sociales (CEDLAS), La Plata (Vol. 178). 

http://hdl.handle.net/10419/127687 

Garanina, T., & Dumay, J. (2017). Forward-looking intellectual capital disclosure in IPOs: Implications for intellectual 

capital and integrated reporting. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 18(1), 128–148. https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-01-

2014-0022 

García-Sánchez, I. M., Rodríguez-Ariza, L., & Frías-Aceituno, J. V. (2013). The cultural system and integrated reporting. 

International Business Review, 22(5), 828–838. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.01.007 

Gazzola, P., & Colombo, G. (2014). Csr Integration Into The Corporate Strategy. CrossCultural Management Journal, XVI(2), 

331–338. https://ideas.repec.org/a/cmj/journl/y2014i6p331-338.html 

Gerwanski, J. (2020). Does it pay off? Integrated reporting and cost of debt: European evidence. Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Environmental Management, 27(5), 2299–2319. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1965 

Gibassier, D., Rodrigue, M., & Arjalies, D.-L. (2015). “Integrated reporting is like God: no one has met Him, but everybody 

talks about Him”: The power of myths in the adoption of management innovations. Accounting, Auditing & 

Accountability Journal, 35(6), 925–945. https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-01-2014-0022 

Gilardi, F. (2005). The institutional foundations of regulatory capitalism: The diffusion of independent regulatory agencies 

in Western Europe. Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 598(March), 84–101. 



Page | 288  

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204271833 

Gjølberg, M. (2009). Measuring the immeasurable? Constructing an index of CSR practices and CSR performance in 20 

countries. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 25(1), 10–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2008.10.003 

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). (2011). Global Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. In Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. 

Global Reporting Initiative © 2000-2011. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-28036-8_100779 

Goffman, E. (2016). The presentation of self in everyday life. Social Theory Re-Wired: New Connections to Classical and 

Contemporary Perspectives: Second Edition, 2, 482–493. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315775357 

Gómez, N. A., & García, S. M. (2020). Governance and Type of Industry as Determinants of Corporate Social Responsibility 

Disclosures in Latin America. Latin American Business Review, 21(1), 1–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10978526.2019.1697185 

Gray, R., & Milne, M. (2013). The triple bottom line: Does it all add up?: Assessing the sustainability of business and CSR. In 

The Triple Bottom Line: Does it All Add Up (pp. 1–186). https://doi.org/10.4324/9781849773348 

Greener, S., & Martelli, J. (2015). An introduction to business research methods. 

Greenfield, T., & Greener, S. (2012). Research methods for postgraduates: Third edition. Research Methods for 

Postgraduates: Third Edition, 1–496. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118763025 

GRI. (1999). Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. In Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. Global Reporting Initiative © 2000-

2011 GRI. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-28036-8_619 

GRI. (2016). Sustainability Disclosure Database - Data Legend. Global Reporting Initiative, 16. 

https://www.globalreporting.org/media/m22dl3o0/gri-data-legend-sustainability-disclosure-database-

profiling.pdf 

Grossman, S. J., & Hart, O. D. (1983). Implicit Contracts Under Asymmetric Information. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 

98, 123. https://doi.org/10.2307/1885377 

Guay, W., Samuels, D., & Taylor, D. (2016). Guiding through the Fog: Financial statement complexity and voluntary 

disclosure. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 62(2–3), 234–269. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2016.09.001 

Gugler, P., & Shi, J. Y. J. (2009). Corporate social responsibility for developing country multinational corporations: Lost war 

in pertaining global competitiveness? Journal of Business Ethics, 87(SUPPL. 1), 3–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9801-5 

Guidara, A., Ammari, A. El, & Khlif, H. (2022). Strength of auditing and reporting standards, ethical behaviour of firms and 

sustainability: a cross-country investigation. EuroMed Journal of Business, 17(1), 105–116. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EMJB-10-2020-0107 

Guidry, R. P., & Patten, D. M. (2012). Voluntary disclosure theory and financial control variables: An assessment of recent 

environmental disclosure research. Accounting Forum, 36(2), 81–90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2012.03.002 



Page | 289  

 

Guler, I., Guillén, M. F., Macpherson, J. M., & Guillen, M. F. (2002). Global Competition, Institutions, and the Diffusion of 

Organizational Practices: The International Spread of ISO 9000 Quality Certificates. Administrative Science Quarterly, 

47(2), 207. https://doi.org/10.2307/3094804 

Gürtürk, A., & Hahn, R. (2016). An empirical assessment of assurance statements in sustainability reports: smoke screens 

or enlightening information? Journal of Cleaner Production, 136, 30–41. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.09.089 

Guthrie, J., Manes-Rossi, F., & Orelli, R. L. (2017). Integrated reporting and integrated thinking in Italian public sector 

organizations. In Meditari Accountancy Research (Vol. 25, Issue 4, pp. 553–573). https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-

06-2017-0155 

Hąbek, P., & Wolniak, R. (2016a). Assessing the quality of corporate social responsibility reports: the case of reporting 

practices in selected European Union member states. In Quality and Quantity (Vol. 50, Issue 1, pp. 399–420). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0155-z 

Hąbek, P., & Wolniak, R. (2016b). Relationship between Management Practices and Quality of CSR Reports. Procedia - Social 

and Behavioral Sciences, 220, 115–123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.475 

Hahn, R., & Kühnen, M. (2013). Determinants of sustainability reporting: A review of results, trends, theory, and 

opportunities in an expanding field of research. Journal of Cleaner Production, 59, 5–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.07.005 

Hájek, P. (2018). Combining bag-of-words and sentiment features of annual reports to predict abnormal stock returns. 

Neural Computing and Applications, 29(7), 343–358. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00521-017-3194-2 

Haji, A. A., & Hossain, D. M. (2016). Exploring the implications of integrated reporting on organisational reporting practice: 

Evidence from highly regarded integrated reporters. Qualitative Research in Accounting and Management, 13(4), 415–

444. https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-07-2015-0065 

Hamza, S., & Jarboui, A. (2021). CSR or social impression management? Tone management in CSR reports. Journal of 

Financial Reporting and Accounting. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-04-2020-0115 

Hart. (2007). DICTION 7.2 Help Manual. Social Networks, 4–6. 

Hart, R. P. (2014). Communication and language analysis in the corporate world. In Communication and Language Analysis 

in the Corporate World: Vol. i. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-4999-6 

Hart, R. P., & Carroll, C. E. (2015). About DICTION 7 (pp. 1–52). DIGITEXT Inc. 

Hart, R. P., Childers, J., & Lind, C. (2016). Political Tone: How Leaders Talk and Why. In University of Chicago Press (Vol. 19, 

Issue 1). University of Chicago Press. https://doi.org/10.14321/rhetpublaffa.19.1.0128 

Hassan, A., Elamer, A. A., Fletcher, M., & Sobhan, N. (2020). Voluntary assurance of sustainability reporting: evidence from 

an emerging economy. Accounting Research Journal, 33(2), 391–410. https://doi.org/10.1108/ARJ-10-2018-0169 



Page | 290  

 

Hassanein, A., & Hussainey, K. (2015). Is forward-looking financial disclosure really informative? Evidence from UK 

narrative statements. International Review of Financial Analysis, 41, 5261. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2015.05.025 

Hastings, C. (2015). Measures that matter. In Nursing Management (Vol. 46, Issue 3). 

https://doi.org/10.1097/01.NUMA.0000461065.41660.69 

Heilman, M. J., Collins, K., Callan, J., & Thompson, M. E. (2007). Combining lexical and grammatical features to improve 

readability measures for first and second-language texts. NAACL HLT 2007 - Human Language Technologies 2007: The 

Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics, Proceedings of the Main 

Conference, 460–467. 

Heitzman, S., Wasley, C., & Ã, J. Z. (2010). The joint effects of materiality thresholds and voluntary disclosure incentives on 

firms ’ disclosure decisions $. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 49(1–2), 109–132. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2009.10.002 

Henry, E. (2008). Are investors influenced by how earnings press releases are written? Journal of Business Communication, 

45(4), 363–407. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021943608319388 

Henry, E., & Leone, A. J. (2014). Measuring the tone of accounting and financial narrative. Communication and Language 

Analysis in the Corporate World, 36–47. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-4999-6.ch003 

Hermes Fund Managers Ltd. (2008). The Hermes Principles. © Copyright Hermes Pensions Management Limited, 2002. 

Higgins, C., & Coffey, B. (2016). Improving how sustainability reports drive change: a critical discourse analysis. Journal of 

Cleaner Production, 136, 18–29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.101 

Higgins, C., Stubbs, W., & Love, T. (2014). Walking the talk(s): Organisational narratives of integrated reporting. Accounting, 

Auditing and Accountability Journal, 27(7), 1090–1119. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2013-1303 

Highhouse, S., Brooks, M. E., & Gregarus, G. (2009). An organizational impression management perspective on the 

formation of corporate reputations. Journal of Management, 35(6), 1481–1493. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309348788 

Hill, C. W. L., & Jones, T. M. (1992). Stakeholder-Agency Theory. Journal of Management Studies, 29(2), 131–154. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x 

Hill, L. (2007). Adam Smith, Adam Ferguson and Karl Marx on the division of labour. Journal of Classical Sociology, 7(3), 

339–366. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468795X07082086 

Hofstede, G. (1984). Cultural dimensions in management and planning. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 1(2), 81–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01733682 

Holt, Z., Yasseen, Y., & Padia, N. (2015). A comparison of non-financial strategy disclosure in the annual reports of South 

African and Indian listed companies. 19(3), 48–77. 



Page | 291  

 

Hooghiemstra, R. (2000). Corporate communication and impression management - New perspectives why companies 

engage in corporate social reporting. Journal of Business Ethics, 27(1), 55–68. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-011-

4311-0_7 

Hooks, J., & van Staden, C. J. (2011). Evaluating environmental disclosures: The relationship between quality and extent 

measures. British Accounting Review, 43(3), 200–213. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2011.06.005 

Hopkins, D. J., & King, G. (2010). Analysis for Social Science. American Journal of Political Science, 54(1), 229–247. 

Horwitz, R. (1969). The Art of Clear Thinking. AORN Journal, 9(4), 132. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0001-2092(08)71107-4 

Hossain, A., Bose, S., & Shamsuddin, A. (2022). Diffusion of integrated reporting, insights and potential avenues for future 

research. Accounting and Finance, 61(2022), 1–70. https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12981 

House, R. (2004). Culture, Leadership, and Organizations. In The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies. Sage Publications. 

http://books.google.de/books?id=_KsXEJQg9pkC&dq=intitle:Culture+Leadership+I+Organizations&hl=&cd=1&sou

rce=gbs_api 

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Ruiz-Quintanilla, S. A., Dorfman, P. W., Javidan, M., Dickson, M., & Gutpa, V. (1999). Cultural 

influences on leadership and organizations: Project GLOBE. Advances in Global Leadership, 1(2), 171–233. 

House, R., Javidan, M., Hanges, P., & Dorfman, P. (2002). Understanding cultures and implicit leadership theories across the 

globe: An introduction to project GLOBE. Journal of World Business, 37(1), 3–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-

9516(01)00069-4 

Hsiao, C. (1986). Analysis of Panel Data. In Econometric Society Monographs (1st ed.). Cambridge University Press. 

Hsiao, C. (2014). Analysis of panel data: Third edition. In Analysis of Panel Data: Third Edition. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139839327 

Hsiao, P. C. K., de Villiers, C., & Scott, T. (2021). Is voluntary International Integrated Reporting Framework adoption a step 

on the sustainability road, and does adoption matter to capital markets? Meditari Accountancy Research. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-08-2020-0978 

Hussainey, K., & Al-Najjar, B. (2011). Future-oriented narrative reporting: Determinants and use. Journal of Applied 

Accounting Research, 12(2), 123–138. https://doi.org/10.1108/09675421111160691 

Hussainey, K., & Mouselli, S. (2010). Disclosure quality and stock returns in the UK. Journal of Applied Accounting Research, 

11(2), 154–174. https://doi.org/10.1108/09675421011069513 

Hussainey, K., & Salama, A. (2010). The importance of corporate environmental reputation to investors. Journal of Applied 

Accounting Research, 11(3), 229–241. https://doi.org/10.1108/09675421011088152 

IASB. (2018). IASB Agenda ref 15A: Management Commentary Practice Statement. Education Session, March. 

https://www.ifrs.org/content/dam/ifrs/meetings/2018/march/iasb/ap15a-mc.pdf 



Page | 292  

 

IASB, & ISSB. (2022). IFRS - ISSB communicates plans to build on SASB’s industry-based Standards and leverage SASB’s 

industry-based approach to standards development. https://www.ifrs.org/news-and-events/news/2022/03/issb-

communicates-plans-to-build-on-sasbs-industry-based-standards/ 

ICAEW. (2017). What’s Next for Corporate Reporting: Time to decide? 1–20. 

IFAC. (2012). 2012 Annual Report: Transparency and Accountability : Past, Present, Future. 

IFRS. (2013). IFRS APPLICATION AROUND THE WORLD JURISDICTIONAL PROFILE - JAPAN. IFRS Foundation Copyright © 

IFRS Foundation. 

IFRS Foundation. (2021). IFRS Advisory Council Update International Sustainability Standards Board. 

IIRC. (2011). Communicating Value in the 21st Century. In International Integrated Reporting Council (Issue September). 

www.theiirc.org 

IIRC. (2015a). Creating Value, Value to the Investor. 9(2), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0024-6301(97)81335-0 

IIRC. (2015b). IIRC Practice Aid. 1–2. 

IIRC. (2019). The IIRC’s Official Global Conference 2019. 44(May). 

IIRC. (2021). Integrated Reporting Framework. In International Integrated Reporting Council (Issue January). 

https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/InternationalIntegratedReportingFramework.pdf 

Integrated Reporting SA. (2018). About the IRC of SA | Integrated Reporting SA. Integrated Reporting SA. 

https://integratedreportingsa.org/about/about-the-irc-of-sa/ 

Ioana, D., & Adriana, T.-T. (2013). New Corporate reporting trends. Analysis on the evolution of integrated reporting. Annals 

of the University of Oradea, Economic Science Series, 22(1), 1221–1229. 

ISSB. (2022). IFRS - Integrated Reporting—articulating a future path. IFRS. https://www.ifrs.org/news-and-

events/news/2022/05/integrated-reporting-articulating-a-future-

path/?utm_medium=email&_hsmi=214223757&_hsenc=p2ANqtz-_nFyEA5k-j05u_nxiz4KZ4VDNcswkWVgVlu_a-

0QGEM4psZQp7DOe5z46M_-c2okDpjrj_sU3H3pejp9wfF1auWA3A-A&utm_content=214 

J, M., & A, A. K. (2020). Business Research Methods. In Business Research Methods. Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.22573/spg.020.bk/s/026 

Jabareen, Y. (2009). Building a Conceptual Framework: Philosophy, Definitions, and Procedure. International Journal of 

Qualitative Methods, 8(4), 49–62. https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690900800406 

Jackson, S., Vanteeva, N., & Fearon, C. (2019). An Investigation of the Impact of Data Breach Severity on the Readability of 

Mandatory Data Breach Notification Letters: Evidence From U.S. Firms. Journal of the Association for Information 

Science and Technology, 70(11), 1277–1289. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24188 



Page | 293  

 

Jakimow, T. (2008). Answering the critics: The potential and limitations of the knowledge agenda as a practical response 

to post-development critiques. In Progress in Development Studies (Vol. 8, Issue 4). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/146499340800800401 

Janković, D., Milić, D., & Novakov, M. (2021). Acceptance and diffusion of hybrid corn seed in Vojvodina/Serbia. Socioloski 

Pregled, 55(4), 1286–1310. https://doi.org/10.5937/socpreg55-34724 

Jensen, J. C., & Berg, N. (2012). Determinants of Traditional Sustainability Reporting Versus Integrated Reporting. An 

Institutionalist Approach. In Business Strategy and the Environment (Vol. 21, Issue 5). 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.740 

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (2019). Theory of the firm: Managerial behaviour, agency costs and ownership structure. 

Corporate Governance: Values, Ethics and Leadership, 3, 77–132. https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674274051-006 

Jensen, M. C., Meckling, W. H., Benston, G., Canes, M., Henderson, D., Leffler, K., Long, J., Smith, C., Thompson, R., Watts, R., & 

Zimmerman, J. (1976). Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs and Ownership Structure. Journal of 

Financial Economics, 4, 305–360. http://hupress.harvard.edu/catalog/JENTHF.html 

Jiraporn, P., Jiraporn, N., Boeprasert, A., & Chang, K. (2014). Does corporate social responsibility (CSR) improve credit 

ratings? Evidence from geographic identification. Financial Management, 43(3), 505–531. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/fima.12044 

Jones, M. J., & Solomon, J. F. (2010). Social and environmental report assurance: Some interview evidence. Accounting 

Forum, 34(1), 20–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2009.11.002 

Jordana, J., & Levi-Faur, D. (2005). The diffusion of regulatory capitalism in Latin America: Sectoral and national channels 

in the making of a new order. Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 598(March), 102–124. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272587 

Judge, W., Li, S., & Pinsker, R. (2010). National adoption of international accounting standards: An institutional perspective. 

Corporate Governance: An International Review, 18(3), 161–174. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00798.x 

Kaivo-oja, J., Panula-Ontto, J., Vehmas, J., & Luukkanen, J. (2014). Relationships of the dimensions of sustainability as 

measured by the sustainable society index framework. Http://Dx.Doi.Org/10.1080/13504509.2013.860056, 21(1), 

39–45. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2013.860056 

Kandrup, J. (2018). Sentiment Analysis of 10-K Filings. 971. 

Kang, H., & Gray, S. J. (2019). Country-specific risks and geographic disclosure aggregation: Voluntary disclosure behaviour 

by British multinationals. British Accounting Review, 51(3), 259–276. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.02.001 

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (2000). Harvard Business Review - Having Trouble With Your Strategy Then Map It - Kaplan 

& Norton - 2000. pdf. Harvard Business Review, 1–62. 

Karasek III, R., & Bryant, P. (2012). Signalling Theory: Past, Present and Future. Academy of Strategic Management Journal, 

11(1), 91–100. 



Page | 294  

 

Kee, K. F. (2017). Adoption and Diffusion. The International Encyclopedia of Organizational Communication, 1–14. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118955567.wbieoc058 

Keeble, B. R. (1988). The Brundtland Report: “Our Common Future.” Medicine and War, 4(1), 17–25. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07488008808408783 

Keele, L. (2008). Semiparametric regression for the social sciences. 213. 

Kirkpatrick, G. (2009). The Corporate Governance Lessons from the Financial Crisis Main conclusions. OECD Journal: 

Financial Market Trends, 1(February), 61–87. 

Kılıç, M., & Kuzey, C. (2018). Assessing current company reports according to the IIRC integrated reporting framework. 

Meditari Accountancy Research, 26(2), 305–333. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-04-2017-0138 

Kılıç, M., Kuzey, C., & Uyar, A. (2021). An international investigation on assurance of integrated reports: Institutions, 

assurance quality, and assurers. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 42, 100360. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100360 

Klaus Schwab. (2016). WEF: The Global Competitiveness Report 2017/2018. In World Economic Forum (Vol. 21, Issue 3). 

http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GCR2017-2018/05FullReport/TheGlobalCompetitivenessReport2017–2018.pdf 

Klavans, J., & Tzoukermann, E. (1990). The BICORD System: Combining Lexical Information from Bilingual Corpora and 

Machine Readable Dictionaries. Proceedings of the 13th Conference on Computational Linguistics - Volume 3, 174–179. 

Klein, A., Riekert, M., Kirilov, L., & Leukel, J. (2018). Increasing the explanatory power of investor sentiment analysis for 

commodities in online media. Lecture Notes in Business Information Processing, 320, 321–332. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93931-5_23 

Koh, S. ., Morris, J., & Ebrahimi, S. M. (2016). Integrated Resource Efficiency: Measurement and Management. Measurement 

and Management. International Journal of Operations and Production Management, 36(11), 1576–1600. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-05-2015-0266 

Kono, N. (2014). Brundtland Commission (World Commission on Environment and Development). Encyclopedia of Quality 

of Life and Well-Being Research, 450–452. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0753-5_441 

KPMG. (2008). Count me in The readers ’ take on sustainability reporting. 

http://www.sustainability.com/downloads_public/insight_reports/Count_Me_In.pdf 

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Reliability in Content Analysis. Human Communication Research, 30(3), 411–433. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2004.tb00738.x 

Krippendorff, K. (2013). Content Analysis: An Introduction to its Methodology. SAGE Publications Inc. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2288384 

Krippendorff, K. (2022). Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology. Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its 

Methodology. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781071878781 



Page | 295  

 

Kurochkina, I., Shuvalova, E., & Novozhilova, I. (2017). About Formation of the Integrated Reporting Performance in the 

Process of Building a Sustainable Business of Transport and Communication Companies. Procedia Engineering, 178, 

267–277. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2017.01.113 

Kuzey, C., & Uyar, A. (2017). Determinants of sustainability reporting and its impact on firm value: Evidence from the 

emerging market of Turkey. Journal of Cleaner Production, 143, 27–39. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.12.153 

Lai, A., Melloni, G., & Stacchezzini, R. (2016). Corporate Sustainable Development: Is “Integrated Reporting” a Legitimation 

Strategy? Business Strategy and the Environment, 25(3), 165–177. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1863 

Lai, A., Melloni, G., & Stacchezzini, R. (2017). What does materiality mean to integrated reporting preparers? An empirical 

exploration. Meditari Accountancy Research, 25(4), 533–552. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-02-2017-0113 

Lai, A., Melloni, G., & Stacchezzini, R. (2018). Integrated reporting and narrative accountability: the role of preparers. 

Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, 31(5), 1381–1405. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-08-2016-2674 

Lambooy, T., Hordijk, R., & Willem Bijveld. (2014). Communicating about Integrating Sustainability in Corporate Strategy: 

Motivations and Regulatory Environments of Integrated Reporting from a European and Dutch Perspective. 

Communicating Corporate Social Responsibility: Perspectives and Practice, 217–225. https://doi.org/10.1108/S2043-

9059(2014)0000006021 

Laskin, A. V. (2018). The Narrative Strategies of Winners and Losers: Analyzing Annual Reports of Publicly Traded 

Corporations. International Journal of Business Communication, 55(3), 338–356. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488418780221 

Lawrence, A. (2013). Individual investors and financial disclosure. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 56(1), 130–147. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JACCECO.2013.05.001 

Lazer, D. (2005). Regulatory capitalism as a networked order: The international system as an informational network. 

Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 598(March), 52–66. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272590 

Leary, M. T., & Roberts, M. R. (2010). The pecking order, debt capacity, and information asymmetry. Journal of Financial 

Economics, 95(3), 332–355. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.10.009 

Ledoux, M. J., Cormier, D., & Houle, S. (2014). Customer value disclosure and analyst forecasts: The influence of 

environmental dynamism. Management Decision, 52(3), 460–481. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-01-2013-0022 

Lee, K., & Yeo, G. H. (2015). The association between integrated reporting and information asymmetry. 

Lentin, P. (2006). Review: Your research project: A step-by-step guide for the first-time researcher. Qualitative Research 

Journal, 6(1), 322. 

Leshem, S., & Trafford, V. (2007). Overlooking the conceptual framework. Innovations in Education and Teaching 

International, 44(1), 93–105. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703290601081407 



Page | 296  

 

Leukhardt, L., Charifzadeh, | Michel, & Diefenbach, | Fabian. (2022). Does integrated reporting quality matter to capital 

markets? Empirical evidence from voluntary adopters. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 

Management. https://doi.org/10.1002/CSR.2285 

Levi-Faur, D., & Jordana, J. (2005). The Rise of Regulatory Capitalism: The Global Diffusion of a New Order. The ANNALS of 

the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 598(1), 200–217. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204273623 

Lewis, C., & Young, S. (2019). Fad or future? Automated analysis of financial text and its implications for corporate 

reporting. Accounting and Business Research, 49(5), 587–615. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2019.1611730 

Li, F. (2008). Annual report readability, current earnings, and earnings persistence. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 

45(2–3), 221–247. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2008.02.003 

Li, F., Li, T., & Minor, D. (2016). CEO power, corporate social responsibility, and firm value: a test of agency theory. 

International Journal of Managerial Finance, 12(5), 611–628. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJMF-05-2015-0116 

Li, Y., Gong, M., Zhang, X. Y., & Koh, L. (2018). The impact of environmental, social, and governance disclosure on firm value: 

The role of CEO power. British Accounting Review, 50(1), 60–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.09.007 

Li, Y., Richardson, G. D., & Thornton, D. B. (1997). Corporate disclosure of environmental liability information: Theory and 

evidence. Contemporary Accounting Research, 14(3), 435–474. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1911-

3846.1997.tb00535.x 

Linsley, P., Slack, R., & Edkins, A. (2014). Image restoration and the management of reputation. Communication and 

Language Analysis in the Corporate World, 89–107. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-4999-6.ch006 

Lock, I., & Seele, P. (2016). The credibility of CSR (corporate social responsibility) reports in Europe. Evidence from a 

quantitative content analysis in 11 countries. Journal of Cleaner Production, 122, 186–200. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.02.060 

Lodhia, S. (2015). Exploring the Transition to Integrated Reporting Through a Practice Lens: An Australian Customer 

Owned Bank Perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 129(3), 585–598. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2194-8 

Lodhia, S., & Stone, G. (2017). Integrated Reporting in an Internet and Social Media Communication Environment: 

Conceptual Insights. Australian Accounting Review, 27(1), 17–33. https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12143 

Long, J. S. (1997). Binary Outcomes: The Linear Probability, Probit, and Logit Models. In Regression Models for Categorical 

and Limited Dependent Variables (pp. 34–84). SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Lopes, A. I., & Coelho, A. M. (2018). Engaged in integrated reporting? Evidence across multiple organizations. European 

Business Review, 30(4), 398–426. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-12-2016-0161 

Loughran, & Mcdonald. (2018). File Extract Documentation_LoughranMcDonald_MasterDictionary. 

Loughran, T., & Mcdonald, B. (2011). When Is a Liability Not a Liability? Textual Analysis, Dictionaries, and 10-Ks. Journal 



Page | 297  

 

of Finance, 66(1), 35–65. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2010.01625.x 

Loughran, T., & Mcdonald, B. (2016). Textual Analysis in Accounting and Finance: A Survey. Journal of Accounting Research, 

54(4), 1187–1230. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12123 

Loughran, T., & McDonald, B. (2015). The Use of Word Lists in Textual Analysis. Journal of Behavioral Finance, 16(1), 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15427560.2015.1000335 

Lourenço, I. C., Oliveira, J., Branco, M. C., & Inácio, A. S. (2018). Are CSR leaders less prone to engage in impression 

management? XVI Congresso Internacional de Contabilidade e Auditoria. https://repositorio.iscte-

iul.pt/handle/10071/16339 

Lu, X., & White, H. (2014). Robustness checks and robustness tests in applied economics. Journal of Econometrics, 178(PART 

1), 194–206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2013.08.016 

Lueg, K., Lueg, R., Andersen, K., & Dancianu, V. (2009). Integrated Reporting with CSR practices. Corporate Communications: 

An International Journal, 14(1), 101–118. https://doi.org/10.1108/CCIJ-02-2015-0009 

Macias, H. A., & Farfan-Lievano, A. (2017). Integrated reporting as a strategy for firm growth: multiple case study in 

Colombia. Meditari Accountancy Research, 25(4), 605–628. https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-01-2014-0022 

Majone, G. (1997). From the positive to the regulatory state: Causes and consequences of changes in the mode of 

governance. Journal of Public Policy, 17(2), 139–167. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0143814x00003524 

Maniora, J. (2017). Is Integrated Reporting Really the Superior Mechanism for the Integration of Ethics into the Core 

Business Model? An Empirical Analysis. Journal of Business Ethics, 140(4). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-

2874-z 

Marimon, F., Alonso-Almeida, M. D. M., Rodríguez, M. D. P., & Cortez Alejandro, K. A. (2012). The worldwide diffusion of the 

global reporting initiative: What is the point? Journal of Cleaner Production, 33, 132–144. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.04.017 

Maroun, W. (2017). Assuring the integrated report: Insights and recommendations from auditors and preparers. British 

Accounting Review, 49(3), 329–346. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.03.003 

Martin, J. D., & Sayrak, A. (2003). Corporate diversification and shareholder value: a survey of recent literature. Journal of 

Corporate Finance, 9(1), 37–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1199(01)00053-0 

Martínez-Ferrero, J., Garcia-Sanchez, I. M., & Cuadrado-Ballesteros, B. (2015). Effect of financial reporting quality on 

sustainability information disclosure. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 22(1), 45–64. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1330 

Martinez, C. (2016). Effects of Integrated Reporting on the Firm’s Value: Evidence from Voluntary Adopters of the IIRC’s 

Framework. Ssrn, 1–37. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2876145 

Martinez, C., & Wachira, M. (2016). Does Integrated Reporting Foster Integrated Thinking? Evidence from Firms Listed on 



Page | 298  

 

the JSE. Ssrn, July. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2815866 

Mattley, C., Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1999). Grounded Theory in Practice. In Contemporary Sociology (Vol. 28, Issue 4). 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2655359 

Matuszczyk, I., & Rymkiewicz, B. (2018). Integrated reporting and sustainable development reporting – comparison of 

guidelines IIRC and GRI G4. Central and Eastern European Journal of Management and Economics, 6(1), 31–43. 

Mazzi, F., Slack, R., & Tsalavoutas, I. (2018). The effect of corruption and culture on mandatory disclosure compliance levels: 

Goodwill reporting in Europe. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 31, 52–73. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2018.06.001 

McColgan, P. (2001). Agency theory and corporate governance: a review of the literature from a UK perspective. 

Department of Accounting and Finance University of Strathclyde, May, 0–44. 

Mcdonald, B., & Loughran, T. (2011). Documentation for the LoughranMcDonald_MasterDictionary. Journal of Finance, 

August. http://wordlist.sourceforge.net/12dicts-readme.html. 

McSweeney, B. (2002). Hofstede’s model of national cultural differences and their consequences: A triumph of faith - A 

failure of analysis. Human Relations, 55(1), 89–118. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726702551004 

Meintjes, C., & Grobler, A. F. (2014). Do public relations professionals understand corporate governance issues well enough 

to advise companies on stakeholder relationship management? Public Relations Review, 40(2), 161–170. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2013.10.003 

Melloni, G., Caglio, A., & Perego, P. (2017). Saying more with less? Disclosure conciseness, completeness and balance in 

Integrated Reports. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 36(3), 220–238. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2017.03.001 

Melloni, G., Stacchezzini, R., & Lai, A. (2016). The tone of business model disclosure: an impression management analysis 

of the integrated reports. Journal of Management and Governance, 20(2), 295–320. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-

015-9319-z 

Merkl-Davies, D. M., & Brennan, N. M. (2006). Discretionary Disclosure Strategies in Corporate Narratives: Incremental 

Information or Impression Management? 503. 

Merkl-Davies, D. M., & Brennan, N. M. (2007). Discretionary Disclosure Strategies in Corporate Narratives: Incremental 

Information or Impression Management? Journal of Accounting Literature, 26, 116-196. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1089447 

Merkl-Davies, D. M., & Brennan, N. M. (2011). A conceptual framework of impression management: New insights from 

psychology, sociology and critical perspectives. Accounting and Business Research, 41(5), 415–437. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2011.574222 

Mervelskemper, L., & Streit, D. (2017). Enhancing Market Valuation of ESG Performance: Is Integrated Reporting Keeping 

its Promise? Business Strategy and the Environment, 26(4), 536–549. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1935 



Page | 299  

 

Meseguer, C. (2005). Policy learning, policy diffusion, and the making of a new order. Annals of the American Academy of 

Political and Social Science, 598(March), 67–82. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272372 

Michelon, G., Pilonato, S., & Ricceri, F. (2015). CSR reporting practices and the quality of disclosure: An empirical analysis. 

Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 33, 59–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2014.10.003 

Milgrom, P. R. (1981a). Good News and Bad News: Representation Theorems and Applications. The Bell Journal of 

Economics, 12(2), 380. https://doi.org/10.2307/3003562 

Milgrom, P. R. (1981b). Rational Expectations, Information Acquisition, and Competitive Bidding. 49(4), 921–943. 

Miller, B. P. (2010). The Effects of Reporting Complexity on Small and Large Investor Trading. The Accounting Review, 85(6), 

2107–2143. https://doi.org/10.2308/ACCR.00000001 

Milne, M. J. (2002). Positive accounting theory, political costs and social disclosure analyses: A critical look. Critical 

Perspectives on Accounting, 13(3), 369–395. https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.2001.0509 

Mio, C., Marco, F., & Pauluzzo, R. (2016). Internal application of IR principles: Generali’s Internal Integrated Reporting. 

Journal of Cleaner Production, 139, 204–218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.07.149 

Moon, K., & Blackman, D. (2014). A Guide to Understanding Social Science Research for Natural Scientists. Conservation 

Biology, 28(5), 1167–1177. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12326 

Morioka, S. N., & Carvalho, M. M. (2016). Measuring sustainability in practice: exploring the inclusion of sustainability into 

corporate performance systems in Brazilian case studies. Journal of Cleaner Production, 136, 123–133. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.103 

Morse, S. (2019). Corruption Perception Index. The Rise and Rise of Indicators. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315226675-

8 

Needles, B. E., Frigo, M. L., Powers, M., & Shigaev. Anton. (2016). INTEGRATED REPORTING AND SUSTAINABILITY 

REPORTING: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF HIGH PERFORMANCE COMPANIES. Performance Measurement and 

Management Control : Contemporary Issues, 41–82. 

Nekhili, M., Nagati, H., Chtioui, T., & Rebolledo, C. (2017). Corporate social responsibility disclosure and market value: 

Family versus nonfamily firms. Journal of Business Research, 77(April), 41–52. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.04.001 

Neumayer, E., & Plümper, T. (2017). Robustness Tests for Quantitative Research. In Robustness Tests for Quantitative 

Research. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108233590 

Ngcobo, B. N., & Sibanda, M. (2021). Effects of integrated reporting on the cost of capital and analysts’ forecasts errors: A  

study of Johannesburg Stock Exchange listed mining firms. Journal of Economic and Financial Sciences, 14(1). 

https://doi.org/10.4102/jef.v14i1.675 

Norberg, P. (2020). CSR politics of non-recognition: Justification fallacies marginalising criticism, society, and environment. 



Page | 300  

 

Business Ethics, 29(4), 694–705. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12307 

Nwagbara, U., & Reid, P. (2013). Corporate Social Responsibility ( CSR ) and Management Trends : Changing Times and 

Changing Strategies. II(2), 12–20. 

O’Donnell, M. B. (2008). KWICgrouper – Designing a tool for corpus-driven concordance analysis. International Journal of 

English Studies, 8(1), 107–121. https://doi.org/10.6018/ijes.8.1.49121 

Odriozola, M. D., & Baraibar-Diez, E. (2017). Is Corporate Reputation Associated with Quality of CSR Reporting? Evidence 

from Spain. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 24(2), 121–132. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1399 

OECD. (2002). Working Group on Environmental Information and Outlooks AGGREGATED ENVIRONMENTAL INDICES 

REVIEW OF AGGREGATION METHODOLOGIES IN USE JT00125240 Complete document available on OLIS in its origin. 

OECD. (2011). Towards Green Growth: Monitoring Progress: OECD Indicators. Innovation. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264111318-en 

OECD. (2015). Industry Self Regulation: Role and Use in Supporting Consumer Interests (No. 247; OECD Digital Economy 

Papers). OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/5js4k1fjqkwh-en 

Olkkonen, L., & Quarshie, A. (2019). Positioning the CSR Performance of Finnish Companies. Corporate Social Responsibility 

in Finland, 77–84. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-17435-4_9 

Oprisor, T. (2015). Auditing Integrated Reports: Are there Solutions to this Puzzle? Procedia Economics and Finance, 25(15), 

87–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)00716-9 

Oshika, T., & Saka, C. (2017). Sustainability KPIs for integrated reporting. Social Responsibility Journal, 13(3), 625–642. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-07-2016-0122 

Park, K. H., Byun, J., & Choi, P. M. S. (2020). Managerial overconfidence, corporate social responsibility activities, and 

financial constraints. Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.3390/SU12010061 

Pashalian, S., & Crissy, W. J. E. (1950). How readable are corporate annual reports? Journal of Applied Psychology, 34(4), 

244–248. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0061918 

Pasko, O., Minta, S., Rudenko, S., & Hordiyenko, M. (2020). Do poor and good performing companies report differently? The 

readability and impression management in corporate narrative documents: Evidence from Northern Europe. Verslas: 

Teorija Ir Praktika / Business: Theory and Practice, 21(2), 835–849. https://doi.org/10.3846/BTP.2020.12583 

Pavlopoulos, A., Magnis, C., & Iatridis, G. E. (2017). Integrated reporting: Is it the last piece of the accounting disclosure 

puzzle? Journal of Multinational Financial Management, 41, 23–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mulfin.2017.05.001 

Pavlopoulos, A., Magnis, C., & Iatridis, G. E. (2019). Integrated reporting: An accounting disclosure tool for high-quality 

financial reporting. Research in International Business and Finance, 49, 13–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2019.02.007 



Page | 301  

 

Peng, C. Y. J., Lee, K. L., & Ingersoll, G. M. (2002). An introduction to logistic regression analysis and reporting. Journal of 

Educational Research, 96(1), 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220670209598786 

Perego, P., Kennedy, S., & Whiteman, G. (2016). A lot of icing but little cake? Taking integrated reporting forward. In Journal 

of Cleaner Production (Vol. 136, Issue July 2014). Elsevier Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.106 

Phillips, D. (2009). The Future of Corporate Reporting PwC. May 1–10. 

Pistoni, A., Songini, L., & Bavagnoli, F. (2018). Integrated Reporting Quality: An Empirical Analysis. Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Environmental Management. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1474 

Plastun, A., Makarenko, I., Kravchenko, O., Ovcharova, N., & Oleksich, Z. (2019). ESG disclosure regulation in search of a 

relationship with the countries’ competitiveness. Problems and Perspectives in Management, 17(3), 76–88. 

https://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.17(3).2019.06 

Plumlee, M., Brown, D., Hayes, R. M., & Marshall, R. S. (2015). Voluntary environmental disclosure quality and firm value: 

Further evidence. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 34(4), 336–361. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2015.04.004 

Podaşcă, R. (2016). Sustainable development in the new economy. Quality - Access to Success, 17, 289–293. 

Politeknik, U., & Lhokseumawe, N. (2012). Job Market Signalling. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 87(3), 14–16. 

Pollach, I. (2012). Taming textual data: The contribution of corpus linguistics to computer-aided text analysis. 

Organizational Research Methods, 15(2), 263–287. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428111417451 

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2019). The Big idea Creating Shared Value how to reinvent capitalism and unleash a wave 

of innovation and growth. Creating Shared Value, February 2–17. 

Portmann, R. W., Thomas, G. E., Solomon, S., & Garcia, R. R. (1995). The importance of dynamical feedbacks on doubled 

CO2-induced changes in the thermal structure of the mesosphere. Geophysical Research Letters, 22(13), 1733–1736. 

https://doi.org/10.1029/95GL01432 

Prado-Lorenzo, J. M., Gallego-Alvarez, I., & Garcia-Sanchez, I. M. (2009). Stakeholder engagement and corporate social 

responsibility reporting: The ownership structure effect. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 

Management, 16(2), 94–107. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.189 

Preuß, J., Niebuhr, J., Schmuland, M., & Zirn, N. (2019). Does good corporate governance lead to increased integrated 

reporting quality? Management Studies, 9(3), 95–140. www.managementstudies.org 

Quinlan, C., Babin, B. J., Carr, J. C., Griffin, M., & Zikmund, W. G. (2018). Business research methods (2nd ed.). Cengage 

Learning EMEA. 

Rachisan, P. R., Bota-Avram, C., Raluca, I., & Grosanu, A. (2015). Assessing the impact of corporate governance and economic 

development on environmental performance: Empirical evidence from cross-country survey. Journal of 

Environmental Protection and Ecology, 16(3), 1194–1202. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/288006158 



Page | 302  

 

Raimo, N., Caragnano, A., Mariani, M., & Vitolla, F. (2022). Integrated reporting quality and cost of debt financing. Journal of 

Applied Accounting Research, 23(1), 122–138. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-04-2021-0097 

Raimo, N., Caragnano, A., & Zito, M. (2019). Does national culture affect integrated reporting quality? A focus on GLOBE 

dimensions. In: Mihajlović, Dragan Đorđević, Bojan (Ed.): 9th International Symposium on Natural Resources 

Management, 383–392. https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/199012 

Ramanna, K., & Sletten, E. (2009). Why do Countries Adopt International Financial Reporting Standards? SSRN Electronic 

Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1460763 

Ramanna, K., & Sletten, E. (2014). Network effects in countries’ adoption of IFRS. Accounting Review, 89(4), 1517–1543. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50717 

Rebai, S., Azaiez, M. N., & Saidane, D. (2016). A multi-attribute utility model for generating a sustainability index in the 

banking sector. Journal of Cleaner Production, 113, 835–849. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.10.129 

Reimsbach, D., Hahn, R., & Gürtürk, A. (2018). Integrated Reporting and Assurance of Sustainability Information: An 

Experimental Study on Professional Investors’ Information Processing. European Accounting Review, 27(3), 559–581. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2016.1273787 

Rensburg, R., & Botha, E. (2014). Is Integrated Reporting the silver bullet of financial communication? A stakeholder 

perspective from South Africa. Public Relations Review, 40(2). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2013.11.016 

Rensburg, R. R., & Botha, E. (2014). Is Integrated Reporting the silver bullet of financial communication? A stakeholder 

perspective from South Africa. Public Relations Review, 40(2), 144–152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.03.003 

Reuter, M., & Messner, M. (2015). Lobbying on the integrated reporting framework: An analysis of comment letters to the 

2011 discussion paper of the IIRC. In Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal (Vol. 28, Issue 3). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-03-2013-1289 

Richards, G. W., Chris Van Staden, S. P., & Fisher, A. R. (2011). Readability and thematic manipulation in corporate 

communications: A multi-disclosure and Trans-Tasman investigation. http://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/handle/10092/7370 

Ringov, D., & Zollo, M. (2007). Corporate responsibility from a socio-institutional perspective: The impact of national 

culture on corporate social performance. Corporate Governance, 7(4), 476–485. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710820551 

Rivera-Arrubla, Y. A., Zorio-Grima, A., & García-Benau, M. A. (2017). Integrated reports: Disclosure level and explanatory 

factors. Social Responsibility Journal, 13(1). https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-02-2016-0033 

Roberts, A., Iile, S. Ţ., Din, F., Uniunea, Î. N., Problematica, E. Ă., Specific, Ş. I. A., Române, F., Cotate, Ş. T. I., Comparativ, A., 

Tartaraj, A., Hoxha, E., Askary, S., Monica, D., Consilier, A., From, C., To, I. E. W., Mihaela, R., Ph, P., Faculty, C., … T indall, 

L. (2006). International Variations in IFRS Adoption and Practice. In Certified Accountants Educational Trust, The 

Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (Vol. 44, Issue 1). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2008.01.003 

Robertson, F. A., & Samy, M. (2015). Factors affecting the diffusion of integrated reporting – a UK FTSE 100 perspective. 



Page | 303  

 

Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 6(2), 190–223. https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-07-2014-

0044 

Rogers, E. M. (1995). Diffusion of Innovations. In Elements of Diffusion 3rd. Edition. https://doi.org/citeulike-article-

id:126680 

Rogers, E. M. (2004). A prospective and retrospective look at the diffusion model. Journal of Health Communication, 9(S1), 

13–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730490271449 

Rogers, E. M., & Singhal, A. (2003). Empowerment and Communication: Lessons Learned From Organizing for Social 

Change. Annals of the International Communication Association, 27(1), 67–85. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2003.11679022 

Ross, S. (1973). The Economic Theory of Agency: The Principal’s Problem. American Economic Review, 63, 134–139. 

Rossignoli, F., Stacchezzini, R., & Lai, A. (2021). Integrated reporting and analyst behaviour in diverse institutional settings. 

Meditari Accountancy Research, ahead-of-p(ahead-of-print). https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-12-2020-1133 

Rothschild, M., & Stiglitz, J. (1976). Equilibrium in Competitive Insurance Markets : An Essay on the Economics of Imperfect 

Information. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 90(4), 629–649. https://doi.org/10.2307/1885326 

Rowbottom, N., & Locke, J. (2016). The emergence of <iR>. Accounting and Business Research, 46(1), 83–115. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2015.1029867 

RSA Inquiry: Tomorrow’s Company. (1995). Redesigning the Role of Business in a Changing World. In Creating Enlightened 

Organizations. The Royal Society for the encouragement of Arts, Manufactures and Commerce. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137327673_11 

RSA Inquiry: Tomorrow’s Company. (2003). Tomorrow’s Owners - Defining, differentiating and rewarding stewardship. 

Ruiz-Lozano, M., & Tirado-Valencia, P. (2016). Do industrial companies respond to the guiding principles of the Integrated 

Reporting framework? A preliminary study on the first companies joined to the initiative. Revista de Contabilidad, 

19(2), 252–260. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcsar.2016.02.001 

Rupley, K. H., Brown, D., & Marshall, S. (2017). Evolution of corporate reporting: From stand-alone corporate social 

responsibility reporting to integrated reporting. Research in Accounting Regulation, 29(2), 172–176. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.racreg.2017.09.010 

S&P Capital IQ. (2020). Natural Language Processing – Part III: Feature Engineering (Issue January). S&P Global Market 

Intelligence. https://www.spglobal.com/marketintelligence/en/documents/nlp-iii-final-013020-10a.pdf 

Sato, S., & Takeda, F. (2017). IFRS Adoption and Stock Prices of Japanese Firms in Governance System Transition. 

International Journal of Accounting, 52(4), 319–337. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2017.09.002 

Saunders, Thornhill, & Lewis. (2019). Research Methods for Business Students Sixth Edition Research Methods for 

Business Students. In Research Methods for Business Students. Pearson Education. 



Page | 304  

 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Lysias-

Charumbira/post/what_is_the_best_referenes_about_Research_Methodology_on_the_field_of_Management/attachm

ent/59d63d8a79197b807799a545/AS%3A420260026044416%401477209206490/download/Research_method

s_for_business_st 

Schreiber-Gregory, D., & Bader, K. (2018). Logistic and Linear Regression Assumptions: Violation Recognition and Control. 

Midwest SAS User Group, May 1–21. https://www.lexjansen.com/wuss/2018/130_Final_Paper_PDF.pdf 

Schwab, K. (2018). The Global Competitiveness Report. In World Economic Forum. 

Schwartz, S. H. (2012). Unit 2 Theoretical and Methodological Issues Subunit 1 Conceptual Issues in. Psychology and Culture 

Article, 11, 12–13. 

http://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/orpc/vol2/iss1/11http://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/orpc/vol2/iss1/11 

Scott, T. W., & William, T. (1994). Incentives and Disincentives for Financial Disclosure : Voluntary Disclosure of Defined 

Benefit Pension Plan Information by Canadian Firms. The Accounting Review, 69(1), 26–43. 

SEC. (2008). Final report of the Advisory Committee on Improvements to Financial Reporting to the US SEC. 

http://www.sec.gov/about/offices/oca/acifr/acifr-finalreport.pdf 

Short, J. C., & Palmer, T. B. (2008). The application of DICTION to content analysis research in strategic management. 

Organizational Research Methods, 11(4), 727–752. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107304534 

Silvestri, A., Veltri, S., Venturelli, A., & Petruzzelli, S. (2015). A research template to evaluate the degree of accountability of 

integrated reporting: a case study. Facilities, 35(6), 925–945. https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-01-2014-0022 

Simmons, L. L., Mukhopadhyay, S., Conlon, S., & Yang, J. (2011). A computer-aided content analysis of online reviews. Journal 

of Computer Information Systems, 52(1), 43–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/08874417.2011.11645521 

Simunaniemi, A. M., & Muhos, M. (2017). Thematic analysis on business management priorities in service business. 

Proceedings of the European Conference on Innovation and Entrepreneurship, ECIE, 2017-Septe, 620–627. 

Slack, R., & Tsalavoutas, I. (2018). Integrated reporting decision usefulness: Mainstream equity market views. Accounting 

Forum, 42(2), 184–198. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2018.01.005 

Smith, H. J. (2003). The shareholders vs stakeholders debate. MIT Sloan Management Review, 44(4), 85–90. 

https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/the-shareholders-vs-stakeholders-debate/ 

Smith, M., & Taffler, R. (1992). Readability and Understandability: Different Measures of the Textual Complexity of 

Accounting Narrative. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 5(4), 84–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579210019549 

Smith, V. L., & Font, X. (2014). Volunteer tourism, greenwashing and understanding responsible marketing using market 

signalling theory. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 22(6), 942–963. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2013.871021 

Sofian, I., & Dumitru, M. (2017). The compliance of the integrated reports issued by European financial companies with the 



Page | 305  

 

International Integrated Reporting Framework. Sustainability (Switzerland), 9(8). 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su9081319 

SolAbility. (2012). The Global Sustainable Competitiveness Index. 

Solomon, J., & Warren Ma. (2012). Reporting pre- and post-King III: what’s the difference? 

http://www.accaglobal.com/content/dam/acca/global/PDF-technical/integrated-reporting/tech-tp-wtd.pdf 

Spence, M. (1978). JOB MARKET SIGNALING **The essay is based on the author’s doctoral dissertation (“Market Signalling: 

The Informational Structure of Job Markets and Related Phenomena,” Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University, 1972) 

[Academic Press]. In Uncertainty in Economics. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-214850-7.50025-5 

Srivastava, J., & Moreland, J. J. (2012). Diffusion of Innovations: Communication Evolution and Influences. Communication 

Review, 15(4), 294–312. https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2012.728420 

Stacchezzini, R., Melloni, G., & Lai, A. (2016). Sustainability management and reporting: the role of integrated reporting for 

communicating corporate sustainability management. Journal of Cleaner Production, 136. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.109 

StataCorp. (2013). Stata Statistical software. In Stata: Release 13: Vol. Statistica (No. 17). StataCorp LLC. 

http://www.stata.com/support/faqs/resources/citing-software-documentation-faqs/ 

Stefanescu, C. A. (2021). Linking sustainability and non-financial reporting directive 2014/95/EU through isomorphism 

lens. Meditari Accountancy Research. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-09-2020-1019 

Stent, W., & Dowler, T. (2015). Early assessments of the gap between integrated reporting and current corporate reporting. 

Meditari Accountancy Research, 23(1), 92–117. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-02-2014-0026 

Stubbs, W., & Higgins, C. (2014). Integrated reporting and internal mechanisms of change. Accounting, Auditing and 

Accountability Journal, 27(7), 1068–1089. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-03-2013-1279 

Stubbs, W., & Higgins, C. (2018). Stakeholders’ Perspectives on the Role of Regulatory Reform in Integrated Reporting. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 147(3). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2954-0 

Stubbs, W., Higgins, C., Milne, M. J., & Hems, L. (2014). Financial Capital Providers’ Perceptions of Integrated Reporting. 

Ssrn, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2473426 

Sydserff, R., & Weetman, P. (2002). Developments in content analysis: A transitivity index and DICTION scores. Accounting, 

Auditing & Accountability Journal, 15(4), 523–545. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570210440586 

Tarde de, G. (1903). The Laws of Imitation. In Psychological Review (1st ed., Vol. 10, Issue 6). H Holt and Company. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0068542 

Tauringana, Venancio. Chithambo, L. (n.d.). The use of single or multiple theories in social and environmental disclosure 

research : Survey evidence from UK listed firms ’ greenhouse disclosures FIRST DRAFT Venancio Tauringana 

University of Southampton, UK Lyton Chithambo Press Corporation Limited. First Draft. 



Page | 306  

 

Tavakol, M., & Dennick, R. (2011). Making sense of Cronbach’s alpha. International Journal of Medical Education, 2, 53–55. 

https://doi.org/10.5116/ijme.4dfb.8dfd 

Tedeschi, J. T., & Melburg, V. (1984). Impression management and influence in the organization. Research in the Sociology 

of Organizations, 3, 31–58. 

Tekin, H., & Tekdogan, O. F. (2015). Socio-Cultural Dimension of Innovation. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 195, 

1417–1424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.06.438 

The Reporting Exchange. (2022). The Reporting Exchange | Search. 

https://app.reportingexchange.com/search?search=&filters=%5B%7B%22filterName%22:%22entity_type%22,%

22filterItem%22:3%7D,%7B%22filterName%22:%22country%22,%22filterItem%22:161%7D%5D&countrynam

e=Spain 

The World Bank Institute. (2009). Governance Matters 2009. 2. 

Thieberger, N. (2012). The Oxford Handbook of Linguistic Fieldwork. The Oxford Handbook of Linguistic Fieldwork, 1–560. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199571888.001.0001 

Thijssens, T., Bollen, L., & Hassink, H. (2016). Managing sustainability reporting: many ways to publish exemplary reports. 

Journal of Cleaner Production, 136, 86–101. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.098 

Thompson Reuters. (2017). Thomson Reuters ESG scores. February 6–15. 

https://www.refinitiv.com/content/dam/gl/en/documents/methodology/esg-scores-methodology.pdf 

Trizano-Hermosilla, I., & Alvarado, J. M. (2016). Best alternatives to Cronbach’s alpha reliability in realistic conditions: 

Congeneric and asymmetrical measurements. Frontiers in Psychology, 7(MAY), 769. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/FPSYG.2016.00769/BIBTEX 

Trott, P. (2017). Trott, Innovation Management and New Product Development, 6th Edition | Pearson. Pearson. 

https://www.pearson.com/uk/educators/higher-education-educators/program/Trott-Innovation-Management-

and-New-Product-Development-6th-Edition/PGM1101395.html 

Turcu, R.-D. (2015). Integrated Reporting: The Next Step Ahead for a Sustainable Society. European Journal of Business 

Science and Technology, 1(1), 65–77. https://doi.org/10.11118/ejobsat.v1i1.38 

Turturea, M. (2015). Social and Environmental Reporting - As Part of the Integrated Reporting. ACTA Universitatis 

Agriculture Et Silviculture Mendelainae Brunensis, 63(6), 2161–2169. 

https://www.slideshare.net/NaomiODonoghue/social-and-environmental-reporting-an-essay 

UN Global Compact. (2014). Guide to Corporate Sustainability - Shaping a Sustainable Future. In United Nations Global 

Compact. United Nations Global Compact. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0033-1356455 

UN Global Compact. (2017). Blueprint for business leadership on the SDGs. 3–161. 

https://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/publications/Blueprint-for-Business-Leadership-on-the-SDGs.pdf 



Page | 307  

 

UNCTAD. (2010). Review of Regulatory Developments in the Wake of the Financial Crisis. Corporate Governance in the 

Wake of the Financial Crisis, 1–54. www.unctad.org/isar%0Ahttp://unctad.org/en/Docs/diaeed20102_en.pdf 

Value Reporting Foundation. (2022). The Value Reporting Foundation Structure. The Reporting Foundation. 

https://www.valuereportingfoundation.org/governance/governance-overview/ 

Van de Kerk, G., & Manuel, A. R. (2008). A comprehensive index for a sustainable society: The SSI - the Sustainable Society 

Index. Ecological Economics, 66(2–3), 228–242. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.01.029 

Vaz, N., Fernandez-Feijoo, B., & Ruiz, S. (2016). Integrated reporting: an international overview. Business Ethics, 25(4), 577–

591. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12125 

Veenstra, E. M., & Ellemers, N. (2020). ESG indicators as organizational performance goals: Do rating agencies encourage a 

holistic approach? Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(24), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.3390/su122410228 

Verrecchia, E. (1990). INFORMATION QUALITY AND DISCRETIONARY DISCLOSURE. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 

12, 365–380. 

Verrecchia, R. E. (1983). Discretionary disclosure. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 5(C), 179–194. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(83)90011-3 

Villiers, C. de, & Van Staden, C. J. (2011). Where firms choose to disclose voluntary environmental information. Journal of 

Accounting and Public Policy, 30(6), 504–525. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2011.03.005 

Vinet, L., & Zhedanov, A. (2011). A “missing” family of classical orthogonal polynomials. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical 

and Theoretical, 44(8), 1–466. https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/44/8/085201 

Visser, W. (2014). The Stages of CSR (pp. 7–19). Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-40874-

8_2 

Voegtlin, C., & Pless, N. M. (2014). Global Governance: CSR and the Role of the UN Global Compact. Journal of Business Ethics, 

122(2), 179–191. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2214-8 

Vollero, A., Siano, A., Palazzo, M., & Amabile, S. (2020). Hoftsede’s cultural dimensions and corporate social responsibility 

in online communication: Are they independent constructs? Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 

Management, 27(1), 53–64. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1773 

Wahyuni, D. (2012). The research design maze: Understanding paradigms, cases, methods and methodologies. Journal of 

Applied Management Accounting Research, 10(1), 69–80. 

Wani, T. A., & Ali, S. W. (2015). Review & Scope in the Study of Adoption of Smartphones in India. Journal of General 

Management Research, 3(2), 101–118. 

Watson, B. (2016). The troubling evolution of corporate greenwashing. Guardian Sustainable Business. 

https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/2016/aug/20/greenwashing-environmentalism-lies-

companies 



Page | 308  

 

Way, C. R. (2005). Political insecurity and the diffusion of financial market regulation. Annals of the American Academy of 

Political and Social Science, 598(March), 125–144. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272652 

WEF. (2020). Toward Common Metrics and Consistent Reporting of Sustainable Value Creation. World Economic Forum, 

January 1–48. http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_IBC_ESG_Metrics_Discussion_Paper.pdf 

WEF, & Deliotte. (2020). Reporting on enterprise value illustrated with a prototype climate-related financial disclosure 

standard. In Impact Management Project (Issue December). https://impactmanagementproject.com/structured-

network/global-sustainability-and-integrated-reporting-organisations-launch-prototype-climate-related-financial-

disclosure-standard/ 

Weil, A. R. (2018). Diffusion of innovation. In Health Affairs (5th Ed., Vol. 37, Issue 2). Free Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2018.0059 

Whetten, D. A., Felin, T., & King, B. G. (2009). The practice of theory borrowing in organizational studies: Current issues and 

future directions. Journal of Management, 35(3), 537–563. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308330556 

Wiseman, R. M., Cuevas-Rodríguez, G., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (2012). Towards a social theory of agency. Journal of 

Management Studies, 49(1), 202–222. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01016.x 

Wooldridge, J. M. (2009). Econometrics: Panel Data Methods. Complex Systems in Finance and Econometrics, 215–237. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-7701-4_12 

World Bank. (2020). Countries | Data. In World Bank Data. https://data.worldbank.org/country 

World Business Council for Sustainable Development. (2017). Insights from the Reporting Exchange: National, regional and 

international developments. 

Worthington, J. (1978). Footnotes: Readability or liability. CPA Journal, May 1978. 

https://search.proquest.com/openview/36cc2c8dc44c2271b885382e149a0209/1?pq-

origsite=gscholar&cbl=41797 

Wulf, I., Niemöller, J., & Rentzsch, N. (2014). Development toward integrated reporting, and its impact on corporate 

governance: a two-dimensional approach to accounting with reference to the German two-tier system. Journal of 

Management Control, 25(2), 135–164. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-014-0200-z 

Wuttichindanon, S. (2017). Corporate social responsibility disclosure—choices of report and its determinants: Empirical 

evidence from firms listed on the Stock Exchange of Thailand. Kasetsart Journal of Social Sciences, 38(2), 156–162. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.kjss.2016.07.002 

Yang, J. H., & Liu, S. (2017). Accounting narratives and impression management on social media. Accounting and Business 

Research, 47(6), 673–694. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2017.1322936 

Yekini, L. S., Wisniewski, T. P., & Millo, Y. (2016). Market reaction to the positiveness of annual report narratives. British 

Accounting Review, 48(4), 415–430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2015.12.001 



Page | 309  

 

Yu, E. P. yi, & Luu, B. Van. (2021). International variations in ESG disclosure – Do cross-listed companies care more? 

International Review of Financial Analysis, 75, 101731. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2021.101731 

Yuthas, K., Rogers, R., & Dillard, J. F. (2002). Communicative action and corporate annual reports. Journal of Business Ethics, 

41(1–2), 141–157. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021314626311 

Zappettini, F., & Unerman, J. (2016). ‘Mixing’ and ‘Bending’: The recontextualisation of discourses of sustainability in 

integrated reporting. Discourse and Communication, 10(5), 521–542. https://doi.org/10.1177/1750481316659175 

Zemanova, S., & Drulakova, R. (2016). Making Global Goals Local Business in V4 Countries: V4 Entrepreneurs and the Un 

Global Compact. Globalization and Its Socio-Economic Consequences, 16Th International Scientific Conference 

Proceedings, Pts I-V, 2490–2497. 

Zhao, F. (2017). Natural Language Processing – Part I: Primer. Journal of Finance, 66(3), 35–65. 

https://www.spglobal.com/marketintelligence/en/documents/sp-global-market-intelligence-nlp-primer-

september-2018.pdf 

Zhou, S., Simnett, R., & Green, W. (2017). Does Integrated Reporting Matter to the Capital Market? Abacus, 53(1), 94–132. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/abac.12104 

Zhuravka, F., Kravchenko, O., Ovcharova, N., Oleksich, Z., & Miroshnychenko, O. (2020). Impact of integrated reporting on 

enterprise value-based management: Evidence from Ukraine. Problems and Perspectives in Management, 18(2), 154–

165. https://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.18(2).2020.14 

Zouaoui, A., Qudah, A. Al, & Arab, M. Ben. (2017). World Corruption Perception Index Analysis. Research Journal of Finance 

and Accounting, 8(24), 85–91. 

Carroll, A. B. (2008). A History of Corporate Social Responsibility: Concepts and Practices. In A. M. Andrew Crane, 

The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility (pp. 19 - 46). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Charl de Villiers, L. R. (2014). Integrated Reporting: Insights, gaps and an agenda for future research. Accounting, 

Auditing & Accountability Journal, 27(7), 1042 - 1067. doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2014-1736 

Dumay, J., Bernardi, C., Guthrie, J., & Demartini, P. (2016). Integrated Reporting: A structured literature review. 

Accounting Forum, 40, 166 - 185. doi:10.1016/j.accfor.201606.001 

Eccles, R. G., & Serafeim, G. (2013, May). The Performance Frontier: Innovating for a Sustainable Strategy. Harvard 

Business Review, 91(5), 50 - 60. 

Eccles, R., & Saltzman, D. (2011). Achieving Sustainability Through Integrated Reporting. Stanford Social Innovation 

Review, 9(3), 56 - 61. 

Elkington, J., & Renaut, J.-P. (2009). The Holy Grail of Integrated Reporting. Retrieved 1 31, 2019, from 

http://www.sustainability.com/blog/the-holy-grail-of-integrated-reporting 

IASB & IIFC. (2014). Memorandum of Understanding. London: International Accounting Standards Board. 



Page | 310  

 

IASB. (2001). International Financial Reporting Standards. London: International Accounting Standards Board. 

IASB. (2003). IAS around the World. London: International Accounting Standards Board. 

IASB. (2018, June 18). IFRS - Use of IFRS around the world. Retrieved from IFRS: https://www.ifrs.org/use-around-

the-world/use-of-ifrs-standards-by-jurisdiction/#analysis 

IIRC. (2013). International Integrated Reporting Framework. London: International Integrated Reporting Council. 

IIRC. (2017). Creating value benefits to investors. London: GRI. 

IIRC. (2017). Investors support Integrated Reporting as a route to better understanding of performance. London: 

International Integrated Reporting Council. Retrieved 02 15, 2018, from http://integratedreporting.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/09/Investor-statement_FinalS..pdf  

Japan Exchange Group Inc. (2017). JPX Report 2017. Tokyo: Japan Exchange Group Inc. 

Jensen, C. J., & Berg, N. (2012). Determinants of Traditional Sustainability Reporting Versus Integrated Reporting. An 

Institutionalist Approach. Business Strategy and the Environment, 21, 299 - 316. 

King Report on Governance for South Africa. (2009). Retrieved 1 31, 2019, from 

http://african.ipapercms.dk/IOD/KINGIII/kingiiireport 

Kolk, J. (2004). A decade of sustainable reporting: developments and significants. International Journal of 

Environment and Sustainable Development, 3(1), 51 - 54. 

KPMG & NUS. (2015). Towards Better Business Reporting - Integrated Reporting and Value Creation. Singapore: KPMG. 

KPMG. (2013). What does an Integrated Report look like? London: KPMG International. Retrieved 2 14, 2018, from                                                                                 

https://home.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2013/04/what-does-ir-look-like.pdf 

KPMG. (2016). Integrated Reporting - How integrated reporting provides insight into business strategy and prospects. 

London: KPMG. Retrieved 2 14, 2018, from 

https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2016/12/integrated-reporting-insight-into-strategy-

investors-kpmg.pdf 

Rogers, E. (1962). Diffusion of Innovation. New York: Freepress of Glencoe. 

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of Innovations (5th Ed. ed.). New York: Free Press. 

Saunders, M. L. (2009). Research Methods for Business Students. London: Pearson Education. 

Wai Fong Chua, S. L. (2008). The rise and rise of IFRS: An examination of IFRS diffusion. J. Account. Public Policy, 27, 

462 - 473. 

 



Page | 311  

 

 

 

 

 

  



Page | 312  

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  

 

 



A1  - Detailed <IR> Adoption Analysis  

 

 



A1 - 1 - <IR> Country Summary 

 





A1 - 2 - <IR> Regional Analysis 
 

 

 



A1 - 3 - <IR>  Voluntary Adoption Analysis 
 

 



A1 - 4 - <IR>  Listed and Organisation Type Analysis 
 

 



A1 - 5 - <IR>   Sector Analysis 
 



A1 - 6 - <IR>   Global Listed Analysis 
 



A2  - Detailed GRI Adoption Analysis  

 

 

 



A2 - 1 - GRI Regional Analysis 
 



 

A2 - 2 - GRI  Listed and Organisation Type Analysis 
 



A2 - 3 - GRI Sector Analysis 

 

 



Page | 325  

 

A2 - 4 - GRI  Global Listed Analysis 
 

 



A3  - Detailed IFRS Adoption Analysis 

 

 



A3 - 1 - Global Country Summary of IFRS Adoptions 



A3 - 2  - IFRS Yearly Country Adoption Table  
 



A3 - 3 - IFRS vs Non-IFRS Regional Summary 



A3 - 4 - IFRS Country List 



 







A3 - 5 - IFRS Adoption Analysis - Regions 

 



A3 - 6 - Mandatory IFRS Adoption Analysis 
 



A3 - 7 - Voluntary IFRS Adoption Analysis 
 

 



A3 - 8 - Regional Mandatory & Voluntary Adoption Analysis 



A3 - 9 - Global Listed Company (%) Summary 
 

 



A4  - Descriptive Statistics ALL Models 

 

A4 - 1 - Objective 2 - Models 2.1 - 2.4  

 



A4 - 2 - Objective 2 - Models 2.5 - 2.7  
 



A4 - 3 - Objective 3 - Models 3.1 - 3.5  



A4 - 4 - Objective 4 PART A - Models 4.0 - 4.16  
 





A4 - 5 - Objective 4 PART B - Models B4.05 - B4.22 

 



 

A5  - Correlation Matrix -  ALL Models 

 

A5 - 1 - Objective 2 - Models 2.1 -  2.4 

 



 



A5 - 2 - Objective 2 - Models 2.5 -  2.7 

 

 

 



Page | 348  

 



A5 - 3 - Objective 3 - Models 3.1 -  3.5 



 



Page | 351  

 

 



A5 - 4 - Objective 4 PART A - Models 4.0 -  4.16 
 

 

 

 

 



Page | 353  

 



A5 - 5 - Objective 4 PART B - Models B4.05 -  B4.22 
 

 



A6  - Auxillary Regression - Models B4.0 - B4.04 & B4.23 & B4.24 Results 

 

 

 



Page | 356  

 

 


