~ A Service of
’. b Leibniz-Informationszentrum

.j B I l I Wirtschaft
) o o o Leibniz Information Centre
Make Your PUbllCCltlonS VZSlble. h for Economics ' '

Mshana, Ally Adam

Article

Sustainability committee effectiveness and integrated
reporting quality in the oil and gas industry ‘does
corporate financial performance matter?

Cogent Business & Management

Provided in Cooperation with:
Taylor & Francis Group

Suggested Citation: Mshana, Ally Adam (2024) : Sustainability committee effectiveness and integrated
reporting quality in the oil and gas industry ‘does corporate financial performance matter?’, Cogent
Business & Management, ISSN 2331-1975, Taylor & Francis, Abingdon, Vol. 11, Iss. 1, pp. 1-18,
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/326558

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen: Terms of use:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor durfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden. and scholarly purposes.

Sie durfen die Dokumente nicht fiir 6ffentliche oder kommerzielle You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
Zwecke vervielféltigen, 6ffentlich ausstellen, 6ffentlich zugénglich exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen. internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.
Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfiigung gestellt haben sollten, Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

genannten Lizenz gewahrten Nutzungsrechte.

-. https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
Mitglied der
WWW.ECOMSTOR.EU K@M 3
. J . Leibniz-Gemeinschaft


https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/326558
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/

Taylor & Francis
C'.‘.’gent Tayk%{&fmnm\(.r(mp

business .
LEbe LUl Cogent Business & Management

ISSN: 2331-1975 (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/oabm20

Sustainability committee effectiveness and
integrated reporting quality in the oil and gas
industry ‘does corporate financial performance
matter?’

Ally Adam Mshana

To cite this article: Ally Adam Mshana (2024) Sustainability committee effectiveness
and integrated reporting quality in the oil and gas industry ‘does corporate financial
performance matter?, Cogent Business & Management, 11:1, 2401155, DOI:
10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155

To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155

8 © 2024 University of Dar es salaam.
Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as
Taylor & Francis Group

ﬁ Published online: 12 Sep 2024.

N
CJ/ Submit your article to this journal &

||I| Article views: 2443

A
& View related articles &'

(!) View Crossmark data ('

@ Citing articles: 3 View citing articles &

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journallnformation?journalCode=oabm?20


https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/oabm20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=oabm20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=oabm20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155&domain=pdf&date_stamp=12%20Sep%202024
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155&domain=pdf&date_stamp=12%20Sep%202024
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=oabm20

COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT
2024, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2401155
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2401155

cxgent

8 OPEN ACCESS ‘ N Checkforupdates‘

ACCOUNTING, CORPORATE GOVERNANCE & BUSINESS ETHICS |
RESEARCH ARTICLE

Sustainability committee effectiveness and integrated reporting
quality in the oil and gas industry ‘does corporate financial
performance matter?’

Ally Adam Mshana

Department of Accounting, University of Dar es Salaam Business School (UDBS), Dar es Salaam, United Republic

ABSTRACT

This study investigates the relationship between sustainability committee (SC)
effectiveness and integrated reporting (IR) quality in the global oil and gas industry,
focusing on the moderating role of financial performance. Drawing on stakeholders’
and legitimacy theories, this study hypothesises that SC effectiveness positively
influences IR quality and that financial performance moderates this relationship. Using
a sample of 500 firm-year observations from 100 companies listed in Forbes Global
2000 from 2018 to 2022, the findings reveal that SC effectiveness significantly enhances
IR quality. Specifically, SC size and diligence are positively linked to higher IR quality.
Although the direct effect of SC independence on IR quality is insignificant, it becomes
significant when financial performance is considered a moderating factor. Interestingly,
financial performance negatively moderates the relationship between SC effectiveness
and IR quality, although this effect disappears when analysing individual SC components
separately. These results highlight the complex interplay among SC effectiveness,
financial performance, and IR quality, suggesting that companies should focus on
enhancing SC size and diligence to improve reporting quality, particularly in financially
constrained firms. Additionally, to harness the positive moderating effect of financial
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performance, companies should ensure that financial resources are strategically allocated
to support the sustainability committee’s activities and promote a holistic view of value
creation, incorporating financial and non-financial aspects.

1. Introduction

In recent years, Integrated Reporting (IR) has emerged as a critical framework for corporate reporting
(Songini et al., 2023). IR significantly departs from traditional financial reporting, primarily focusing on
financial capital (Vitolla et al., 2019a, 2019b). It incorporates a more holistic approach, integrating finan-
cial and non-financial information to provide a comprehensive view of an organisation’s performance and
value-creation process (IIRC, 2013). This integrated approach reflects the growing recognition that
long-term value creation depends not only on financial capital but also on manufactured, intellectual,
human, social, relationship, and natural capital (Dragomir & Dumitru, 2023).

The roots of IR can be traced back to the early 2000s with the emergence of sustainability reporting
and Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines (Eccles & Krzus, 2010). However, IR goes beyond sustain-
ability reporting by integrating financial and non-financial information into a single report, emphasising
the interconnectedness of these factors in driving long-term value (IIRC, 2013). This integrated approach
has gained significant momentum in recent years, driven by increasing stakeholder demands for trans-
parency, regulatory pressures, and the growing recognition of the materiality of Environmental, Social
and Governance (ESG) factors in financial performance (Pistoni et al., 2018).
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Numerous studies highlight the benefits of IR, including improved stakeholder engagement, enhanced
transparency, better risk management, and increased access to capital (Pistoni et al., 2018; Qaderi et al.,
2022, 2023; Vitolla et al., 2019a, 2020a, 2020b, 2020¢; Qaderi et al., 2022). However, IR quality varies sig-
nificantly across companies and industries. Factors such as board characteristics, CEO characteristics, cor-
porate governance mechanisms, board committees, financial performance, stakeholder pressure, and
external assurance have been identified as potential determinants of IR quality (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2018;
Burke et al., 2019; Kili¢ & Kuzey, 2018; Pillai & Seetah, 2022; Raimo et al,, 2021; Songini et al., 2020; Vitolla
et al,, 2019a, 2019b, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c).

Among these determinants, the role of sustainability committees (SC), also known as corporate social
responsibility (CSR), health, safety, and environmental committees (HSE), has emerged as a critical area
of inquiry (Velte, 2022; Wang et al., 2020; Zampone et al.,, 2024). This committee, tasked with overseeing
an organisation’s sustainability strategy and performance, is uniquely positioned to influence the quality
of IR (Zampone et al., 2024). Prior research has suggested that the effectiveness of an SC committee,
determined by factors such as its size, independence, and diligence, can significantly impact a company’s
sustainability performance and, consequently, the quality of its IR (Li et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2020).
However, empirical evidence on this relationship remains mixed, warranting further investigation
(Velte, 2022).

Moreover, the moderating role of financial performance in this relationship is intriguing and underex-
plored. While some studies find a positive association between financial performance and IR quality
(Vitolla et al., 2020a, 2020b, 2020c), others report insignificant or negative relationships (Lawal & Yahaya,
2024). This suggests that financial performance may not have a direct, linear effect on IR quality but may
interact with other factors, such as SC committee effectiveness. It is plausible that financially successful
companies prioritise financial disclosures over the non-financial disclosures of IR, potentially diminishing
the positive impact of an effective SC committee on IR quality.

This study focuses on the oil and gas industry, a sector with significant environmental and social
impacts and, therefore, under intense scrutiny from stakeholders and regulators. The quality of IR in this
industry is critical for maintaining legitimacy and a social license (Deegan, 2002; Suchman, 1995). Despite
the growing interest in IR and sustainability committees, there is a research gap regarding their interplay,
particularly within the oil and gas industry. Most previous studies have focused on the direct effects of
sustainability committees on ESG performance, neglecting their potential influence on IR quality (Rao &
Tilt, 2016). In addition, the moderating role of financial performance has not been adequately explored.
This study aims to fill this research gap by examining the relationship between SC effectiveness and IR
quality moderated by financial performance in the oil and gas industry.

This study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, it extends the understanding of the
determinants of IR quality by focusing on the role of sustainability committees. Second, it examines the
moderating effect of financial performance and provides insights into how financial conditions influence
the relationship between sustainability committees and IR quality. Third, this study focuses on the oil and
gas industry, which has unique sustainability challenges and financial characteristics. This study aimed to
provide valuable insights for academics and practitioners by addressing these research gaps.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The next section reviews the relevant literature
on integrated reporting, SC effectiveness, and financial performance. The research methodology is
described, followed by a presentation and discussion of the empirical findings. The final section con-
cludes with the implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research.

2, Literature review and hypothesis development
2.1. Theoretical framework

This study is grounded in stakeholder theory articulated by Freeman (1984) and legitimacy theory, as
discussed in Suchman (1995). The increasing demand for corporate transparency and accountability
has led to a growing emphasis on sustainability reporting, mainly through IR (Pistoni et al., 2018). IR
aims to provide a comprehensive view of an organisation’s performance by integrating financial and
non-financial information, including ESG factors (IIRC, 2013). This holistic approach aligns with
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stakeholder theory, which emphasises the importance of addressing the needs and expectations of all
stakeholders, not just shareholders (Freeman, 1984). By integrating financial and non-financial infor-
mation, IR allows companies to communicate their value-creation processes more effectively to a
broader audience, enhancing stakeholder engagement and trust (Qaderi et al., 2022). This study is
particularly relevant to stakeholder theory, as it examines the role of sustainability committees in
ensuring the quality of IR, which is a crucial mechanism for communicating with and responding to
stakeholders.

Legitimacy theory further supports the relevance of IR, positing that organisations must operate
within the bounds of societal norms and values to maintain their licenses to operate (Deegan, 2002;
Suchman, 1995). Companies can enhance their legitimacy and reputation by disclosing their sustainabil-
ity performance and demonstrating commitment to sustainable development (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2018).
Given its significant environmental and social impacts, the oil and gas industry are under particular scru-
tiny from stakeholders and regulators. Therefore, the quality of their integrated reporting is crucial for
maintaining legitimacy. This study contributes to the legitimacy theory by examining how the effective-
ness of sustainability committees as a governance mechanism can influence the quality of IR and, con-
sequently, a company’s legitimacy in the eyes of its stakeholders.

Within this theoretical framework, the role of the sustainability committee emerges as a critical factor
in ensuring the quality and credibility of IR. The sustainability committee oversees an organisation’s sus-
tainability strategy and performance (Bebbington et al, 2008). Establishing these committees is often
seen as a substantive move towards greater corporate accountability and commitment to long-term
value creation (Tonello, 2010). The effectiveness of these committees, determined by factors such as their
size, independence, and diligence, can significantly influence a company’s sustainability performance and,
consequently, the quality of integrated reporting (Burke et al., 2019). Therefore, this study contributes to
the theoretical understanding of the role of sustainability committees in corporate governance and sus-
tainability reporting by empirically examining their impact on IR quality in the oil and gas industry.

2.2. Empirical review and hypotheses development

2.2.1. SC effectiveness and IR quality

The stakeholder theory suggests that boards should balance the interests of all stakeholders (Freeman &
Ambady, 2010; Rajan & Zingales, 1998). Stakeholders increasingly expect boards to have greater over-
sight of the social and environmental impacts (Burke et al., 2019; Eberhardt-Toth, 2017). To address these
concerns, some boards have established a dedicated sustainability committee responsible for addressing
sustainability-related issues (Eberhardt-Toth, 2017; Liao et al. 2015). Creating such committees can
enhance the effectiveness of board oversight by delegating specific tasks (Spira & Bender, 2004) and
proactively improving corporate performance (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2019).

The primary responsibilities of a SC committee are to manage sustainability risks and opportunities
and meet stakeholder obligations (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2019; Peters & Romi, 2015). The committee mon-
itors corporate actions aligned with stakeholders’ interests by promoting transparency and reinforcing
corporate sustainability awareness (Garcia-Sanchez et al, 2019). Like audit committees, SC committees
are responsible for sustainability disclosure and concerns parallel to financial accounting disclosure
(Garcia-Sanchez et al.,, 2019; Liao et al., 2015). However, the mere presence of such a committee may not
always translate into improved sustainability outcomes. Gull et al. (2024) and Li et al. (2023) caution
against the potential for ‘greenwashing, where companies may establish committees for symbolic pur-
poses rather than for genuine commitment. This highlights the need to focus on the effectiveness of
these committees rather than just their existence to understand their impact on corporate sustainability
practices and reporting (Hamad et al,, 2024; Li et al,, 2023).

Prior research has yielded mixed results regarding the relationship between SC effectiveness and IR
quality. While some studies found a positive association, others reported insignificant or negative rela-
tionships. Qaderi et al. (2022) found that larger boards with SCs, which implies larger SCs, are positively
associated with increased IR disclosure. This suggests that larger committees may have more resources
and diverse viewpoints to enhance the quality of IR (Qaderi et al., 2022). However, the relationship
between the committee size and effectiveness is complex. An increased size may lead to coordination
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challenges and diffused responsibility, potentially hindering their effectiveness (Bédard et al, 2004;
Mangena & Pike, 2005).

Furthermore, Al-Shaer and Zaman (2018) find that committee size (using an audit committee) is pos-
itively associated with sustainability report assurance. This indicates that larger committees may more
likely engage in practices that enhance reporting credibility. Conversely, Velte (2022) found no significant
association between sustainability committee implementation and materiality disclosure quality in inte-
grated reports, suggesting that size alone is not a determining factor.

From a stakeholder-agency perspective, independent directors play a crucial role in CSR disclosure
and performance (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2019). Independent directors address stakeholders’ interests
and concerns (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2019; Hill & Jones, 1992). Studies have shown that CSR committees
with independent directors are more likely to be included in sustainability indices (Danvila del Valle
et al., 2013) and that the proportion of independent directors on the board is associated with higher
CSR and environmental performance (Harjoto et al., 2015; Mallin & Michelon, 2011). The independence
of committee members is often seen as crucial for effective oversight and decision-making (Qaderi
et al., 2022). Wang et al. (2020) They Liao et al. (2015) found that a higher proportion of independent
directors on sustainability committees was positively associated with high-quality IR and greenhouse
gas disclosure. This suggests that independent committees may be better equipped to make objective
decisions that enhance the quality of IR. Jarboui et al. (2023) further support this finding that sustain-
ability committee independence positively influences CSR performance in India, which could indirectly
enhance IR quality.

Further evidence highlights that independent directors on sustainability committees enhance their
overall effectiveness in overseeing sustainability-related issues (Michelon & Parbonetti, 2012). Independent
directors improve monitoring and reporting quality by reducing information asymmetry and agency
problems Velte (2022). In addition, sustainability committees with higher independence, expertise, dili-
gence, and appropriate size have significantly improved the quality of sustainability disclosures and inte-
grated reports (Peters & Romi, 2014). This highlights the importance of independent, well-structured
sustainability committees to ensure high-quality, transparent, and reliable sustainability reporting and
integrated disclosures.

The frequency of committee meetings serves as a key indicator of diligence and activity within an
organisation (Wang et al., 2020). Diligent committees are more likely to engage with sustainability issues
actively, ensuring that a company’s sustainability strategy remains relevant and effective in the face of
evolving challenges (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2018). This active engagement is reflected in more comprehen-
sive and balanced reporting in the integrated report, covering both positive achievements and areas for
improvement. Empirical evidence on the relationship between sustainability committee meetings and IR
quality is inconclusive. While some studies suggest a positive association between meeting frequency
and reporting quality (Liao et al., 2015), others find no such significant relationship (Jarboui et al., 2023).
In the Australian context, Chapple et al. (2017) observed a negative association between meeting fre-
quency and the scope of CSR assurance, potentially indicating a narrower focus on reporting. These
inconsistencies may be attributed to methodological variations across studies. For example, Liao et al.
(2015) focused on the UK context, while Jarboui et al. (2023) examined Indian firms, and Chapple et al.
(2017) studied Australian companies.

Sierra-Garcia et al. (2015) identified a positive association between the assurance of CSR reports and
the likelihood of disclosing integrated reports. This suggests that companies committed to transparency
and accountability in their sustainability reporting, potentially driven by effective sustainability commit-
tees that oversee CSR reporting and assurance processes, are more likely to adopt integrated reporting.
This further highlights the indirect role of the sustainability committee in influencing the IR quality of
integrated reporting through its oversight of CSR processes.

Sustainability Committee effectiveness is a multifaceted concept encompassing size, independence,
and diligence. Wang et al. (2020) found that the presence and effectiveness of sustainability committees
increases IR quality. Li et al. (2023) found that committee effectiveness, measured by a composite score
of various characteristics, is positively associated with environmental performance. This suggests that
effective committees are crucial for promoting high-quality IR, considering all these factors. However,
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Velte (2022) found no significant association between sustainability committees and materiality disclo-
sure quality in integrated reports, indicating that the relationship between committee effectiveness and
specific aspects of IR quality may require further investigation.

Empirical evidence presents a complex picture of the relationship between SC effectiveness and IR
quality. While some studies suggest that larger, more independent, and more active committees are
associated with higher IR quality, others have found insignificant or negative relationships. This consis-
tently emphasises the importance of moving beyond a mere ‘check-the-box’ approach to sustainability
committees and focuses on building effective committees that can contribute to improved sustainability
performance and reporting. In the context of the oil and gas industry, where sustainability concerns are
particularly salient, and the social license to operate is increasingly contingent on sustainable practices,
the role of the sustainability committee in driving high-quality integrated reporting is paramount. It is
expected that effective sustainability committees can foster a corporate culture that values transparency,
accountability, and long-term value creation through their diverse roles in resource provision, strategic
guidance, and stakeholder engagement. Such a committee can play a crucial role in ensuring that inte-
grated reports accurately reflect the company’s commitment to sustainability and progress towards
achieving relevant goals. Based on this, we propose the following hypothesis:

H1: Sustainability committee effectiveness positively and significantly influences integrated reporting quality in the
Oil and Gas Industry.

2.2.2. Moderation effect of financial performance on SC-IR quality relationship

The interplay between financial performance and IR quality is complex, and financial performance poten-
tially acts as a double-edged sword. On the one hand, robust financial performance, often proxied by
profitability metrics like Return on Assets (ROA) or Return on Equity (ROE), can provide companies with
the slack resources needed to invest in comprehensive reporting mechanisms like IR (Vitolla et al., 2020b).
Empirical evidence supports this perspective by demonstrating a positive association between profitabil-
ity and high-quality IR in financial institutions (Vitolla et al., 2020b).

However, the relationship is not always linear. Some studies show that high financial performance
does not necessarily translate into high-quality IR (Lawal & Yahaya, 2024). This is echoed in Kannenberg
and Schreck (2019) comprehensive review that found inconclusive evidence on whether IR consistently
enhances sustainability performance. The conflicting results further highlight this ambiguity in the finan-
cial sector. While Vitolla et al. (2020b) found a positive influence of profitability on IR quality, other stud-
ies, such as Cosmulese et al. (2019) and Matemane and Wentzel (2019), found no significant association
in their analyses of financial institutions.

This divergence in findings suggests that financial performance may not be a direct driver but rather
a moderator of the relationship between SC effectiveness and IR quality. Several studies suggest a mod-
erating role of financial performance. For instance, Osazuwa and Che-Ahmad (2016) found that profitabil-
ity positively moderates the relationship between eco-efficiency and firm value, suggesting that profitable
firms are more likely to engage in and disclose eco-efficiency practices. Conversely, Affan and Wicaksana
(2023) profitability strengthens the relationship between sustainability report disclosures and firm value,
indicating that profitable firms may use sustainability reports to signal their financial health and commit-
ment to long-term value creation. Furthermore, Bello et al. (2022) find that financial performance, mea-
sured by return on assets and equity, positively moderates the relationship between board attributes and
corporate sustainability disclosure compliance.

In the case of companies within the oil and gas sector, it is plausible that financially successful com-
panies, driven by a desire to maintain a favourable image, may prioritise financial disclosures over the
non-financial aspects integral to IR (Osazuwa & Che-Ahmad, 2016). This could potentially undermine the
role of sustainability committees in promoting a holistic view of value creation, a core tenet of IR.
Consequently, the positive impact of SC effectiveness on IR quality might be weaker in financially suc-
cessful firms because of a misalignment of priorities. This potentially negative moderating effect of finan-
cial performance is a critical consideration for companies and policymakers seeking to enhance the
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quality and comprehensiveness of integrated reporting. Given the complex and potentially conflicting
effects of financial performance, we propose the following hypotheses:

H2: Financial performance moderates the relationship between sustainability committee effectiveness and inte-
grated reporting quality in the Oil and Gas Industry.

3. Research methodology
3.1. Sample

This study examines the oil and gas industry by analysing 500 firm-year observations. The data come from
100 globally significant oil and gas companies. These companies are listed on the Forbes Global 2000
between 2018 and 2022, spanning 28 countries across four continents. A focus on the oil and gas industry
is warranted because of its substantial environmental and social footprint, subjecting it to intense scrutiny
from diverse stakeholders and regulatory bodies. IR quality within this sector is paramount for maintaining
legitimacy and securing a social license to operate (Deegan, 2002; Suchman, 1995), among several other
critical reasons. First, the oil and gas industry operations involve complex interactions with the environ-
ment and communities. IR provides a platform for transparently communicating the industry’s efforts to
manage its environmental impact, engage with stakeholders, and contribute to sustainable development.
Second, the industry is transforming significantly amidst the global energy transition. IR can be crucial in
demonstrating how companies adapt their strategies and operations to align with a lower-carbon future,
enhancing investor confidence and attracting sustainable capital. Finally, given the sector’s significant con-
tribution to global greenhouse gas emissions, there is increasing pressure for greater accountability and
transparency regarding climate-related risks and opportunities. IR can facilitate this by providing compre-
hensive disclosures on an industry’s climate strategy and performance.

The timeframe chosen from 2018 to 2022 was particularly relevant for this study. These years provide
a contemporary context that captures the latest trends and responses in IR and corporate governance
practices in the oil and gas sector. Additionally, integrated reporting has gained traction globally during
this period, with increasing adoption and refinement of IR practices, making it a critical window to anal-
yse the effectiveness and evolution of IR quality (Vitolla et al., 2019b).

The Forbes Global 2000 list is grounded in its comprehensive and authoritative ranking of the world’s
largest and most influential public companies (AlHares et al., 2020; Zampone et al., 2024). This offers a
diverse global perspective crucial for obtaining robust and broadly applicable findings (Bulgur et al.,
2023). This list includes companies holding significant positions in their respective industries, ensuring
that the companies selected for this study are influential and subject to substantial reporting obligations
and practices (Forbes, 2024). Furthermore, previous studies, such as those by Bulgur et al. (2023),
Zampone et al. (2024), AlHares et al. (2020) and Amran et al. (2022), utilised this list. This attests to the
suitability of Forbes Global 2000 for examining the interplay between SC effectiveness, IR Quality and
Financial Performance.

From the 151 oil and gas companies listed on Forbes Global 2000 between 2018 and 2022, a sample
of 100 companies was selected based on specific criteria. This selection process considered firms with a
consistent history of integrated reporting, comprehensive data availability across specified years, high
market capitalisation, significant environmental impact, and a robust track record of corporate disclo-
sures. This approach, supported by research from Orshi et al. (2019) and Murdianingsih et al. (2022),
ensures the representativeness of the sample of companies actively engaged in integrated reporting and
subject to the complex interplay of SC effectiveness, IR Quality and Financial Performance within the
global oil and gas sector.

3.2. Model specification

Building upon recent studies by Songini et al. (2022), Bataineh et al. (2023) and Velte (2022), which have
demonstrated the effectiveness of panel data analysis in similar contexts, this study adopted this meth-
odology to examine the impact of SC effectiveness on the quality of IR.
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A random effects model with robust standard errors was employed to account for potential unob-
served company effects and the static nature of the data. The appropriateness of this model was con-
firmed by the Hausman test (p-value = 0.0534), which indicated no systematic difference between the
fixed- and random-effects estimators.

The model was assessed for autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity, recognising the common challenges
of panel data analysis. The Wooldridge test for autocorrelation in the panel data (p=0.0038) revealed the
presence of autocorrelation. In contrast, the Breusch-Pagan/Cook-Weisberg test for heteroscedasticity
yielded a p-value of 0.1638, suggesting the failure to reject the null hypothesis of homoscedasticity. These
robust standard errors correct for both autocorrelation and potential heteroscedasticity were still employed,
ensuring the robustness of the results. The analysis used the following regression models:

Before moderation

IR _quality, = B, + B,Cse, + B,ROA, + B;Fsize, + ,Nat, + B,Gnd, + BsAge,
+ B,Dual, + ByBsize, + B,Bind,, + ¢,
After moderation

IR _quality, = B, + B,Cse, + B,ROA, + B;,ROA*Cse, + B,Fsize, + B;Nat,
+ BsGnd,, + B,Age, + B,Dual,, + B,Bsize, + B,,Bind,, ++¢,

Where:

IR_quality Integrated Reporting Quality

SCe Sustainability Committee Effectiveness
ROA Return on Asset (Corporate Financial Performance)
Fsize Firm Size

Nat Board-level Nationality Diversity

Gnd Board-level Gender Diversity

Age Board-level Age Diversity

Dual CEO Duality

Bsize Board Size

Bind Board Independence

B Coefficients of Variables

B Error Term

3.3. Variables

3.3.1. Dependent variable

This study utilised the IR assessment tool developed by Pistoni et al. (2018), which is aligned with the
International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) framework, ensuring adherence to established best
practices (IFRS Foundation, 2022). This comprehensive tool goes beyond content evaluation and addresses
a broader range of aspects of reporting quality (Pistoni et al., 2018). Its successful application in previous
studies further reinforces its credibility (Raimo et al,, 2021; Songini et al., 2020, 2022; Vitolla et al., 2019a,
2019b, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c).

The assessment tool focuses on four critical dimensions of Integrated Reporting (IR): content, back-
ground, assurance, reliability, and form (Pistoni et al., 2018). Each dimension was evaluated based on
specific criteria, and the corresponding scores were assigned.

The content section thoroughly examined integrated reports on adherence to the eight IIRC elements.
These elements include the organisational overview, external environment, strategy, resource allocation,
performance, outlook, the basis of presentation, business model, risks and opportunities, and gover-
nance. In addition, it assesses the concepts of capital and value creation. Each element and concept were
rated on a scale from 0 to 5, with a maximum content score of 50.

The background section evaluates introductory information in the integrated reports, covering seven
aspects: the report’s objectives, the rationale for adopting IR, the target audience, adherence to disclo-
sure standards, the title, the CEO commitment level, and the individual responsible for the reporting
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process (Pistoni et al., 2018). Each aspect received a score of 0 (absent) or 1 (present), with a maximum
background score of 7.

The assurance and reliability dimension are evaluated based on internal audits, external verification,
and awards or recognition. Similar to the background section, a score of 0 indicated absence and 1
indicated presence, with a maximum score of 3 for this dimension.

The form section assessed the accessibility, length, and readability of the report summary. Each ele-
ment was rated on a scale from 0 to 5 (0=absent; 5=high quality), resulting in a maximum score of 15.

The overall IR quality score was calculated by summing the scores from the four sections, allowing
each report to achieve a maximum total score of 75.

Pistoni et al. (2018) established a tool’s reliability using Cronbach’s alpha and achieved favourable
results. In addition, this study employed measures to enhance data reliability and mitigate the subjectiv-
ity inherent in content analysis. Three research assistants meticulously followed a predefined coding pro-
cedure based on Krippendorf (1980). After a pilot test of ten reports, each researcher independently
evaluated 20 additional reports. Upon completion of data collection, a comparative analysis revealed
robust data reliability with a Krippendorff's alpha coefficient of 0.6993 (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007), indi-
cating a high level of agreement among the researchers.

3.3.2. Independent variables

SC effectiveness is operationalised as a composite measure that includes three key attributes consistent
with prior research (Jarboui et al., 2023; Qaderi et al., 2022, 2023; Wang et al.,, 2020). First, the size of the
SC was measured by the number of directors serving on the committee. Second, independence is cap-
tured by the proportion of independent directors in the SC. Finally, diligence was assessed based on the
annual frequency of SC meetings. Following established methodological approaches (Wang et al., 2020),
a composite score is calculated by assigning a value of 1 to each attribute if its value meets or exceeds
the sample median and 0 otherwise, resulting in a total composite score ranging from 0 to 3. Higher
scores indicate greater SC effectiveness.

3.3.3. Moderating variable
This study suggests that financial performance moderates the effect of SC effectiveness on IR quality. Financial
Performance is defined as Return on Assets (ROA) (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2018; Amosh et al., 2022; Fariha et al,, 2022).

3.3.4. Control variables

Several control variables were integrated into the model to mitigate potential confounding factors influenc-
ing the relationship between SC effectiveness and IR quality. These variables encapsulate firm-specific char-
acteristics that may affect IR practices, which is in line with prior research (Raimo et al., 2020; Songini et al.,
2022; Tejedo-Romero & Araujo, 2022; Vitolla et al., 2020a, 2020b, 2020c). Firm size, measured by the natural
logarithm of total assets (Raimo et al, 2020), is a proxy for organisational complexity and resources.
Board-level nationality diversity, captured by the percentage of foreign directors on the board, reflects the
extent of international perspectives and experience within the boardroom. Board-level gender diversity,
measured as the percentage of female directors on the board, captures the degree of gender representa-
tion in corporate governance. Board-level age diversity, assessed by the average age of directors, indicates
the range of generational perspectives on the board. CEO duality, a binary variable (1 if the CEO holds the
chairman position and 0 otherwise), signifies the concentration of power at the organisation’s top. Board
size, measured by the number of directors on the board, represents the breadth of expertise and perspec-
tives contributing to decision-making. Finally, board independence, measured as the percentage of indepen-
dent directors on the board, reflects the degree to which the board is free from managerial influence.

4. Result and discussions
4.1. Descriptive analysis and correlation analysis

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables used in this study and provides insights into the
central tendency and variability of the variables, which are crucial for understanding the characteristics of the
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev Min Max
IR quality 500 54.325 9.154 28 73
SCe 500 1.054 666 0 2
ROA 500 .045 .066 —-.093 191
Fsize 500 10.144 1.343 7.357 12.702
Nat 500 193 .169 0 563
Gnd 500 195 117 0 429
Age 500 61.473 4411 39.05 731
Dual 500 .648 478 0 1
Bsize 500 11.198 2.097 7 15
Bind 500 .632 182 333 909

sample. The mean IR quality score of 54.325, with a standard deviation of 9.154, indicates that the quality of
integrated reports varies considerably among the sample firms. The range of IR quality scores from 28 to 73
suggests a wide disparity in how companies adhere to IR principles. This finding aligns with previous studies
that emphasise the variability in IR practices across different firms and industries (Pistoni et al.,, 2018; Vitolla
et al, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c). The mean score for SC effectiveness was 1.054, with a standard deviation of
0.666, indicating moderate effectiveness. The range from 0 to 2 signifies that some firms have minimal to no
SC effectiveness, whereas others exhibit moderate effectiveness. Prior research has underscored the critical
role of sustainability committees in enhancing IR quality through diligent oversight and governance (Bataineh
et al, 2023; Wang et al., 2020).

The mean ROA is 0.045, with a standard deviation of 0.066 and values ranging from -0.093 to 0.191,
indicating significant differences in financial performance among the sample firms. Financial performance
is a crucial moderating variable in this study as it influences a firm's capacity and willingness to engage in
comprehensive IR practices (Vitolla et al, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c). The average firm size, measured by the
natural logarithm of total assets, is 10.144, with a standard deviation of 1.343. The range from 7.357 to
12.702 shows that the sample includes relatively small and large firms. Firm size is a vital control variable
because larger firms often have more resources to invest in comprehensive reporting (Raimo et al., 2020).

The mean values for board-level nationality diversity (0.193) and gender diversity (0.195) suggest a rela-
tively low diversity within the boards of the sampled firms. Standard deviations of 0.169 and 0.117 high-
light considerable variability in diversity practices. The average age of directors was 61.473years, indicating
a mature board composition. CEO duality, with a mean of 0.648, shows that many firms have a combined
CEO and chairman role, which can influence board independence and decision-making (Hillman et al., 2007).

The mean board size is 11.198 directors, with a standard deviation of 2.097, indicating diverse board
composition across firms. The average board independence is 0.632, with values ranging from 0.333 to
0.909, reflecting varying degrees of independent oversight within firms. Previous studies have highlighted
that larger and more independent boards are associated with better governance practices and
higher-quality reporting (Michelon & Parbonetti, 2012; Velte, 2022).

These descriptive statistics reveal a wide range of practices and outcomes among the firms in our sam-
ple. For instance, variability in IR quality scores suggests differing levels of adherence to IR principles, which
may influence the effectiveness of sustainability committees. This is supported by the moderate mean score
for SC effectiveness, which highlights varying levels of diligence and oversight across firms. Additionally, the
significant differences in financial performance, as indicated by ROA, further highlight the diverse financial
health of the sampled firms and their potential impact on IR practices. The variability in board diversity
measures, such as nationality and gender, along with CEO duality and board size, suggests that differing
governance structures may influence IR quality. Larger firms with more resources may be better positioned
to invest in comprehensive reporting, as indicated by their size. In contrast, firms with more diverse and
independent boards may provide better oversight and produce higher-quality reports.

The analysis in Table 2 provides valuable insights into the relationships between variables and the
potential for multicollinearity in the regression model through pairwise correlations and Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF) analysis.

A correlation matrix revealed several significant associations. A strong positive correlation (0.354) exists
between Sustainability Committee Effectiveness (SCe) and IR quality, lending preliminary support to the
hypothesised positive relationship. Notably, Board Gender Diversity (Gnd) and Board Independence (Bind)
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Table 2. Pairwise correlations.

Variables VIF (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 6) (7) (8) 9) (10)
(1) IR quality 1.000

(2) SCe 1.12 0.354%* 1.000

(3) ROA 1.38 —0.039 —0.027 1.000

(4) Fsize 1.13 0.170%** 0.128***  —0.057 1.000

(5) Nat 1.35 0.350%** 0.008 —0.049 0.075* 1.000

(6) Gnd 1.27 0.535%* 0.197***  —0.120%**  0.146*** 0.4771%%* 1.000

(7) Age 1.10 —0.240%**  —0.128*** 0.068 —0.064 —-0.082* —0.059 1.000

(8) Dual 1.1 0.290%** 0.186*** 0.035 —-0.047 0.106** 0.219%** —-0.033 1.000

(9) Bsize 1.19 0.025 0.001 —0.046 0.238***  —0.139***  —0.168***  —0.181***  —(0.184*** 1.000

(10) Bind 1.27 0.533%*x 0.149%** 0.021 0.147%** 0.3271%** 0.405%** —0.107** 0.121***  —-0.013  1.000
#% p<0.01.

** p<0.05.

*p<0.1.

also exhibited moderate positive correlations with IR quality (0.535 and 0.533, respectively), suggesting
their potential influence on reporting quality.

Interestingly, Financial Performance (ROA) shows negligible correlation with most other variables, including
IR quality (—0.039) and SCe (—0.027). This suggests that financial performance might not directly influence IR
quality or SC effectiveness linearly, thus opening avenues to explore potential moderating effects.

Importantly, the maximum observed correlation coefficient of 0.535 falls well below the thresholds of
+0.7 or £0.8 suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) and Guijarati and Porter (1995) as indicators of
problematic multicollinearity. Furthermore, the VIF values, with a maximum of 1.38, were considerably
below the problematic threshold of 10, as Gujarati and Porter (1995) and Myers (1990) recommended.

These findings collectively indicate that multicollinearity is not a significant concern in this study and
that the correlations between variables do not substantially threaten the meaningful interpretation of
the regression model results. However, moderate correlations highlight the complex interplay between
various factors influencing IR quality, emphasising the need for a comprehensive analysis considering the
combined effects of SC effectiveness, financial performance, and other governance characteristics.

4.2. Basic analysis

The random effects panel regression results in Table 3 provide compelling insights into the relationship
between SC effectiveness and IR quality in the oil and gas industry.

In the model before moderation (Model 1), the coefficient of SC effectiveness is positive and signifi-
cant (=1.13, p<0.05), providing initial support for Hypothesis 1 (H1), which posits a positive influence
of SC effectiveness on IR quality. This positive influence strongly resonates with the core tenets of stake-
holder and legitimacy theories. By actively engaging with diverse stakeholders and overseeing ESG per-
formance, effective sustainability committees facilitate more transparent and comprehensive disclosure of
a company’s sustainability efforts. This transparency aligns with stakeholders’ expectations, who increas-
ingly demand greater corporate accountability, thus reinforcing the company’s legitimacy and social
license to operate. These findings highlight that effective sustainability committees are instrumental in
bridging the gap between corporate actions and stakeholder expectations, fostering trust and long-term
value creation.

The observed positive influence of SC effectiveness on IR quality supports the existing empirical liter-
ature. Previous studies, such as those of Li et al. (2023) and Wang et al. (2020), have also highlighted the
crucial role of effective sustainability committees in promoting high-quality integrated reporting. These
committees, characterised by independence, diligence, and appropriate size, are better positioned to
oversee sustainability-related issues, ensure data accuracy, and promote transparency. The convergence
of these findings with prior research strengthens the argument that effective sustainability committees
serve as cornerstones for enhancing the credibility and usefulness of integrated reports, ultimately ben-
efiting both the company and its stakeholders.

The model incorporating the moderation effect of financial performance (Model 2) uncovers a more
intricate dynamic. While the primary effect of SC effectiveness on IR quality remains positive and signif-
icant (3=1.68, p<0.01), the interaction term between SC effectiveness and financial performance (ROA)
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Table 3. Random effect panel regression results.
(M @

Variables Before moderation After moderation
SCe 1.13** 1.68***
(0.55) (0.61)
ROA 4.26 18.56%**
(4.13) (6.02)
SCe*ROA —12.38***
(4.11)
Control Variables
Fsize 0.43 0.38
(0.32) (0.30)
Nat 6.40%* 6.36%*
(3.00) (2.96)
Gnd 17.30%** 17.35%**
(3.52) (3.46)
Age —0.30%** —0.29%**
(0.09) (0.09)
Dual 4,15%%* 4.17%%*
(1.00) (0.98)
Bsize 0.09 0.08
(0.19) (0.19)
Bind 12.67%** 12.85%**
(2.48) (2.45)
Constant 51.32%* 50.65%**
(7.55) (7.42)
Year Dummies Yes Yes
Observations 500 500
Number of Com_id 100 100

Robust standard errors in parentheses.
**x% n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
Notes: n=500.

is negative and significant (B = —12.38, p<0.01), lending support to Hypothesis 2 (H2). This finding sug-
gests that the positive influence of SC effectiveness on IR quality is attenuated in financially well-performing
firms. This finding aligns with the underpinnings of legitimacy theory, which posits that organisations
strive to maintain their license to operate by aligning their actions with societal expectations. In the
context of financially successful companies, the pressure to sustain this success may lead to prioritising
financial disclosures over non-financial disclosures that are integral to comprehensive IR. This could cre-
ate a misalignment of priorities where the emphasis on financial performance overshadows the broader
stakeholder-centric approach that sustainability committees advocate.

This interpretation is consistent with the observations of Lawal and Yahaya (2024), Cosmulese et al.
(2019) and Matemane and Wentzel (2019), who noted that high financial performance does not always
translate into high-quality IR. The pursuit of maintaining a favourable financial image may inadvertently
diminish the role of sustainability committees in championing a holistic view of value creation, a core
tenet of IR. As such, the positive impact of SC effectiveness on IR quality may be weaker in financially
successful firms because of a potential conflict between short-term financial goals and long-term sustain-
ability objectives. This finding highlights the complex interplay between financial performance and sus-
tainability reporting. While financial success can provide the resources necessary for comprehensive
reporting, it can also create a bias towards financial disclosures at the expense of non-financial disclo-
sures. This highlights the need for a balanced approach that recognises the importance of both financial
and non-financial performance in achieving sustainable value creation.

Among the control variables, several exhibited significant associations with IR quality. Board gender
diversity (3=17.30, p<0.01) and board independence (3=12.67, p<0.01) were positively associated with
IR quality, consistent with prior research emphasising the importance of diverse perspectives and inde-
pendent oversight in enhancing reporting quality (Jarboui et al., 2023; Qaderi et al., 2022). Additionally,
board nationality diversity is positively associated with IR quality (3=6.40, p <0.05), suggesting that inter-
national perspectives contribute to comprehensive reporting practices. The negative coefficient for board
age diversity (B = —0.30, p<0.01) may indicate a preference for younger, more adaptable boards navigat-
ing IR complexities. The significantly positive coefficient of CEO duality (B=4.15, p<0.01) could reflect
the CEO’s pivotal role in driving IR initiatives when holding CEO and board chair positions.
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These findings contribute to understanding the complex relationship between SC effectiveness, finan-
cial performance, and IR quality in the oil and gas industry. These results highlight the importance of
effective sustainability committees in enhancing reporting quality, particularly in financially constrained
firms. This study also highlights the significance of board diversity and independence in promoting com-
prehensive and transparent reporting practices.

4.3. Robustness analysis

Table 4 shows the robustness of the random effects panel regression results for this study, highlighting
the effectiveness of SC by examining three components: size (SCsize), independence (SCind), and dili-
gence (SCdil). It explores their individual effects on IR quality and assesses the moderating impact of
financial performance before and after financial performance’s moderation.

The analysis revealed that SCsize, SCind, and SCdil significantly impact IR quality. Specifically, SCsize
exhibits a positive and highly significant relationship with IR quality in both models. In the model before
moderation, the coefficient for SCsize is 1.35 (p<0.01) and remains significant at 1.31 (p<0.01) when the
moderating effect of ROA is included. This indicates that larger sustainability committees are consistently
associated with higher IR quality, aligning with the finding of Qaderi et al. (2022) that larger committees
bring more resources and diverse perspectives, thus enhancing reporting quality.

SCind showed a positive but initially insignificant effect on IR quality in the model before moderation
(coefficient of 1.83). However, its significance increased when the moderating variable ROA was intro-
duced, with a coefficient of 2.50 (p<0.05). This finding suggests that independent directors on sustain-
ability committees positively influence IR quality, mainly when accounting for financial performance. This

Table 4. Robustness random effect panel regression results.
(1) @

Variables Before Moderation After Moderation
SCsize 1.35%** 1.37%%*
(0.41) (0.42)
SCind 1.83 2.50%*
(1.27) (1.27)
SCdill 0.96*** 1.05%**
(0.20) (0.22)
ROA 4.36 21.24
(3.75) (14.51)
SCsize*ROA 0.94
(2.50)
SCind*ROA -15.77
(11.36)
SCdill*ROA -1.76
(1.63)
Control Variables
Fsize 0.45 0.44
(031) (0.30)
Nat 4.03 432
(2.68) (2.65)
Gnd 13.68%** 13.46%**
(3.62) (3.58)
Age —0.26%** —0.26%**
(0.09) (0.09)
Dual 3.83%** 3.80%**
(1.02) (1.01)
Bsize —-0.04 —0.04
(0.18) (0.18)
Bind 10.56%** 10.59%**
(2.43) (2.40)
Constant 42.72%%* 41.76%**
(7.33) (7.35)
Year Dummies Yes Yes
Observations 500 500
Number of Com_id 100 100

Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*% <001, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
Notes: n=500.
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finding is consistent with the studies by Wang et al. (2020) and Liao et al. (2015), which emphasise the
importance of independent directors in enhancing governance and reporting practices.

SCdil also demonstrated a positive and highly significant impact on IR quality, with coefficients of 0.96
(p<0.01) before moderation and 1.05 (p<0.01) after moderation. This highlights the importance of dili-
gent oversight by sustainability committees in improving the quality of IR. The significant effect of dili-
gence aligns with Al-Shaer and Zaman (2018) arguments regarding the critical role of active and engaged
committees in ensuring comprehensive and balanced reporting.

The interaction terms of SC*size, SCind, and SCdil with ROA (Scsize*ROA, Scind*ROA, and Scdil*ROA,
respectively) provide further insights. Scsize*ROA shows a positive but not statistically significant coeffi-
cient (0.94), indicating that the effect of the size of the sustainability committee on IR quality is not
significantly moderated by financial performance. Conversely, Scind*ROA presents a negative and
non-significant coefficient (—15.77), suggesting that the positive impact of committee independence on
IR quality might be dampened in financially well-performing firms. This could imply that the emphasis
on financial metrics may overshadow profitable firms’ non-financial reporting quality. Scdil*ROA also
shows a negative but non-significant coefficient (-=1.76), indicating no substantial moderating effect of
financial performance on the diligence of the sustainability committee’s impact on IR quality. These find-
ings highlight the complexity of the interactions between governance mechanisms and financial perfor-
mance in influencing reporting quality.

The control variables present several noteworthy results. Gender diversity (Gnd) showed a strong pos-
itive and significant relationship with IR quality in both models (13.68, p<0.01; and 13.46, p<0.01),
underscoring the importance of diverse perspectives in enhancing reporting quality. Board independence
(Bind) also consistently shows a significantly positive impact on IR quality (10.56, p<0.01, and 10.59,
p<0.01), reinforcing the role of independent oversight in corporate governance (Michelon & Parbonetti,
2012). Conversely, board-level age diversity (Age) shows a significant negative relationship with IR quality
(—0.26, p<0.01 in both models), which suggests that generational diversity poses challenges in achieving
cohesive and comprehensive reporting (Liao et al., 2015).

In summary, the robustness tests indicate that sustainability committee size and diligence positively
influence IR quality, whereas the impact of independence becomes significant when accounting for
financial performance. The interaction effects suggest the nuanced roles of financial performance in
these relationships, emphasising the importance of considering governance structures and financial
health in assessing reporting quality. These findings contribute to a broader understanding of how sus-
tainability committees and firm performance interact to shape integrated reporting practices, aligning
with the theoretical frameworks of stakeholder and legitimacy theories (Deegan, 2002; Freeman, 1984).

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, this study provides compelling evidence for the critical role of Sustainability Committees
(SCs) in fostering high-quality Integrated Reporting (IR) in the global oil and gas industry. Our findings
robustly support the positive influence of SC size and diligence on IR quality, underscoring their signifi-
cance in promoting comprehensive, transparent reporting practices. This aligns with stakeholder theory,
which posits that effective governance mechanisms are crucial for addressing stakeholders’ diverse needs
and expectations. Larger and more diligent SCs may be better equipped to gather and process informa-
tion from a broader range of stakeholders, leading to more inclusive and informative reporting.

Although the direct effect of SC independence on IR quality was initially insignificant, the robustness
check revealed its potential importance when considering the moderating role of financial performance.
This observation resonates with legitimacy theory, suggesting that organisations must navigate societal
expectations to maintain their operating licenses. In financially successful firms, heightened stakeholder
scrutiny may necessitate greater SC independence to ensure objective and credible reporting, thereby
bolstering a company’s legitimacy.

The moderating effect of financial performance on the relationship between overall SC effectiveness
and IR quality further highlights the dynamic interplay between financial and non-financial consider-
ations. This finding suggests that financial health can influence how SC effectiveness translates into
reporting quality, potentially because of the shifting priorities and pressures associated with financial
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success. The absence of this moderating effect at the individual SC attribute level highlights these factors’
complex and interconnected nature, emphasising the need for a holistic approach to SC formation and
management.

This study reveals a nuanced interplay between financial health and governance structure. The study
highlights that financial performance is not merely a contextual factor but an active force-shaping report-
ing practice. For financially robust firms, the imperative to sustain profitability may inadvertently create a
‘financial primacy’ mindset. This could potentially overshadow the broader sustainability agenda and
attenuate the positive influence of SCs on IR quality. Both stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory can
explain the tendency of financially successful companies to prioritise short-term financial gains. The stake-
holder theory suggests that this prioritisation may favour shareholders’ interests over those of other stake-
holders concerned with long-term sustainability. Legitimacy theory highlights the challenge for companies
in balancing financial success by meeting broader societal expectations for sustainable practices.

While financial success is undoubtedly essential, an excessive focus on financial performance at the
expense of sustainability considerations may erode a company’s legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders
who increasingly demand responsible and sustainable business practices. This dynamic interplay high-
lights the importance of embedding sustainability considerations within the core strategic framework of
the firm, ensuring that governance mechanisms such as SCs are empowered to advocate for long-term
value creation, even amidst periods of financial prosperity. It further highlights the need for a robust
corporate culture that values financial and non-financial performance, fostering an environment where
sustainability is not viewed as a trade-off but as an integral component of long-term success and
legitimacy.

This study contributes to stakeholder and legitimacy theories by providing a more nuanced under-
standing of how governance mechanisms, particularly SCs, can influence corporate reporting practices.
For practitioners, these findings emphasise the strategic importance of SC composition and functioning,
highlighting the need to prioritise independence, size, and diligence to enhance the quality and credi-
bility of integrated reports. Moreover, the results highlight the interconnectedness of financial perfor-
mance and sustainability considerations, suggesting that a balanced approach is crucial for achieving
long-term value creation and maintaining legitimacy among stakeholders. By recognising and addressing
the complex interplay between these factors, companies can foster a sustainable and responsible busi-
ness model that benefits all stakeholders.

Although this study offers significant insights into the role of sustainability committees in enhancing
IR quality, certain limitations should be acknowledged. First, although the research is longitudinal and
captures changes over time, it focuses exclusively on the oil and gas industry, which may limit the gen-
eralizability of the findings to other sectors. This industry-specific focus suggests that the dynamics
observed here may differ in other contexts with varying regulatory environments and stakeholder expec-
tations. Second, the study primarily utilises quantitative methods, which, while robust in analysing trends
and relationships, may overlook the nuanced, qualitative aspects of how sustainability committees influ-
ence IR practices. Third, this study’s reliance on financial performance (ROA) as a moderating variable
might not fully capture the complexities of financial health, potentially oversimplifying the interaction
between financial success and sustainability efforts. Finally, while the analysis emphasises SC size, inde-
pendence, and diligence, it does not account for other potentially influential factors, such as the exper-
tise or experience of SC members, which could play a critical role in determining the effectiveness of
these committees.

Future research should address these gaps by exploring the dynamic interplay among SC characteris-
tics, financial performance, and IR quality across different industries. Additionally, qualitative studies
could delve into the underlying mechanisms through which SCs contribute to improved reporting out-
comes, offering a richer and more detailed understanding of the processes at play. Future research could
incorporate additional financial metrics or qualitative assessments to comprehensively understand this
relationship. By addressing these research gaps, we can refine our understanding of how to effectively
leverage sustainability committees to promote transparency and accountability in the oil and gas indus-
try and beyond.

In summary, this study provides a compelling case for the strategic importance of sustainability com-
mittees in enhancing IR quality. By fostering a deeper understanding of the complex relationship between
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SC effectiveness, financial performance, and IR quality, this study offers a clear path forward for compa-
nies and policymakers seeking to navigate the evolving corporate sustainability and reporting landscape.

Ethical approval

The author did not conduct experiments involving humans or animals.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This research was made possible with generous support from the University of Dar es Salaam, Tanzania. The univer-
sity funded my PhD studies and the resources necessary for this project.

About the author

Ally Adam Mshana is a researcher and academic staff member at the Department of Accounting, University of Dar
es Salaam. His research interests focus on corporate governance, integrated reporting, corporate reporting, sustain-
ability, and carbon accounting. He can be reached via email at mshana.ally@udsm.ac.tz or mshanaally92@gmail.com
or by mobile at +255713762452.

ORCID

Ally Adam Mshana http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2041-4409

Data availability statement

If necessary, data can be requested from the author.

References

Affan, M. W., & Wicaksana, K. (2023). The effect of sustainability report disclosure on company value with profitabil-
ity as a moderating variable. In R. igbal Robbie, A. Rozigin, M. S. Deniar, A. Praharjo, & K. Roz (Eds.), Environmental
Issues and Social Inclusion in a Sustainable Era (1st ed., pp. 7-15). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003360483-2

AlHares, A., Elamer, A. A., Alshbili, I, & Moustafa, M. W. (2020). Board structure and corporate R&D intensity: evidence
from Forbes global 2000. International Journal of Accounting & Information Management, 28(3), 445-463. https://doi.
org/10.1108/1JAIM-11-2019-0127

Al-Shaer, H., & Zaman, M. (2018). Credibility of sustainability reports: The contribution of audit committees. Business
Strategy and the Environment, 27(7), 973-986. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2046

Amosh, A., Khatib, A, F, S., Hussainey, K., & Al Amosh, H. (2022). The financial determinants of integrated reporting
disclosure by Jordanian companies. Journal of Risk and Financial Management, 15(9), 375-395. https://doi.
org/10.3390/jrfm

Amran, A., Salamzadeh, Y., & Athinarayanan, A. (2022). Climate change adaptation disclosure among the companies
in the Asia-Pacific region. International Journal of Asian Business and Information Management, 12(3), 1-21. https://
doi.org/10.4018/1JABIM.294096

Bataineh, H., Alkurdi, A, Abuhommous, A. A., & Abdel Latif, M.(2023), The role of ownership structure, board, and
audit committee in corporate social responsibility disclosure: Jordanian evidence. Journal of Islamic Accounting and
Business Research. Ahead-of-print. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIABR-03-2023-0102

Bédard, J., Chtourou, S. M., & Courteau, L. (2004). The effect of audit committee expertise, independence, and activ-
ity on aggressive earnings management. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 23(2), 13-35. https://doi.
org/10.2308/aud.2004.23.2.13

Bebbington, J,, Larrinaga, C., & Moneva, J. M. (2008). Corporate social reporting and reputation risk management.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 21(3), 337-361. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570810863932


mailto:mshana.ally@udsm.ac.tz
mailto:mshanaally92@gmail.com
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003360483-2
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-11-2019-0127
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-11-2019-0127
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2046
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJABIM.294096
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJABIM.294096
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIABR-03-2023-0102
https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2004.23.2.13
https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2004.23.2.13
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570810863932

16 (&) A.A.MSHANA

Bello, M. S., Said, R. M., Johari, J.,, & Kamarudin, F. (2022). Moderating role of financial performance on the relation-
ship between board attributes and corporate sustainability disclosure compliance. International Journal of Economics
and Management, 16(3), 383-395. https://doi.org/10.47836/ijeam.16.3.08

Bulgur, N. E.,, Esen, E., & Varinlioglu, S. K. (2023). Climate change disclosures of companies in selected developed and
emerging countries with impression management perspective. In R. van Tulder, E. Giuliani, & I. Alvarez (Eds.),
International Business and Sustainable Development Goals (Vol. 17, pp. 225-240). Emerald Publishing Limited. https://
doi.org/10.1108/51745-886220230000017012

Burke, J. J., Hoitash, R., & Hoitash, U. (2019). The heterogeneity of board-level sustainability committees and corpo-
rate social. Source: Journal of Business Ethics, 154(4), 1161-1186. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3453-2

Chapple, E., Chen, Z,, & Zhang, Y. (2017). Sustainability Committee Effectiveness and CSR Assurance. https://ssrn.com/ab
stract=2967165Electroniccopyavailableat:https://ssrn.com/abstract=2967165

Cosmulese, C. G., Socoliuc, M., Ciubotariu, M. S., Mihaila, S., & Grosu, V. (2019). An empirical analysis of stakeholders’
expectations and integrated reporting quality. Economic Research-Ekonomska IstraZivanja, 32(1), 3963-3986. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2019.1680303

Danvila del Valle, I, Diez Esteban, J. M., & Péres, O. L. de F. (2013). Corporate social responsibility and sustainability
committee inside the board. SSRN Electronic Journal, 13(2), 159-176. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2260382

Deegan, C. (2002). Introduction: The legitimising effect of social and environmental disclosures — a theoretical foun-
dation. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 15(3), 282-311. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570210435852

Dragomir, V. D, & Dumitru, M. (2023). Does corporate governance improve integrated reporting quality? A
meta-analytical investigation. Meditari Accountancy Research, 31(6), 1846-1885. https://doi.org/10.1108/
MEDAR-03-2022-1618

Eberhardt-Toth, E. (2017). Who should be on a board corporate social responsibility committee? Journal of Cleaner
Production, 140, 1926-1935. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.127

Eccles, R. G., & Krzus, M. P. (2010). One report: Integrated reporting for a sustainable strategy. John Wiley & Sons.

Fariha, R., Hossain, M. M., & Ghosh, R. (2022). Board characteristics, audit committee attributes and firm performance:
Empirical evidence from emerging economy. Asian Journal of Accounting Research, 7(1), 84-96. https://doi.
org/10.1108/AJAR-11-2020-0115

Forbes. (2024,June 6). The Gobal 2000 2024. https://www.forbes.com/lists/global2000/

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder theory. Journal of Management Studies, 39(1), 1-21.
Freeman, J. B, & Ambady, N. (2010). MouseTracker: Software for studying real-time mental processing using a com-
puter mouse-tracking method. Behavior Research Methods, 42(1), 226-241. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.1.226
Garcia-Sanchez, I. M., Gdmez-Miranda, M. E., David, F.,, & Rodriguez-Ariza, L. (2019). Board independence and GRI-IFC
performance standards: The mediating effect of the CSR committee. Journal of Cleaner Production, 225, 554-562.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.337

Guijarati, D. N., & Porter, D. C. (1995). Basic Econometrics. (3rd ed.). McGraw-Hill.

Gull, A. A, Carvajal, M., Atif, M., & Nadeem, M. (2024). The presence and composition of sustainability committee and
waste management practices. International Review of Financial Analysis, 93, 103111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
irfa.2024.103111

Hamad, S., Lai, F. W., Shad, M. K,, Shah, S. Q. A, Jan, A. A, & Ali, S. E. A. (2024). A reflection on the voluntary disclo-
sure of sustainable development goals: The role of sustainability committee. Business Strategy & Development, 7(3)
https://doi.org/10.1002/bsd2.398

Harjoto, M., Laksmana, I, & Lee, R. (2015). Board diversity and corporate social responsibility. Journal of Business
Ethics, 132(4), 641-660. https://doi.org/10.1007/5s10551-014-2343-0

Hayes, A. F, & Krippendorff, K. (2007). Answering the call for a standard reliability measure for coding data.
Communication Methods and Measures, 1(1), 77-89. https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450709336664

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

Hillman, A. J., Shropshire, C., & Cannella, A. A. (2007). Organisational predictors of women on corporate boards.
Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 941-952. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2007.26279222

IFRS Foundation. (2022). The International < IR > Framework. www.integratedreporting.org

IIRC, (2013). International < IR > Framework. www.theiirc.org,

Jarboui, A, Dammak Ben Hlima, N., & Bouaziz, D. (2023). Do sustainability committee characteristics affect CSR per-
formance? Evidence from India. Benchmarking: An International Journal, 30(2), 628-652. https://doi.org/10.1108/
Bl1J-04-2021-0225

Kannenberg, L., & Schreck, P. (2019). Integrated reporting: Boon or bane? A review of empirical research on its de-
terminants and implications. Journal of Business Economics, 89(5), 515-567. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-018-0922-8

Kilig, M., & Kuzey, C. (2018). Determinants of forward-looking disclosures in integrated reporting. Managerial Auditing
Journal, 33(1), 115-144. https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-12-2016-1498

Krippendorf, K. (1980). Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology (Vol. 5, pp. 4). Sage.

Lawal, R., & Yahaya, O. A. (2024). The impact of corporate governance in integrated reporting. Management Decision,
1, 370-392. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2024-0830


https://doi.org/10.47836/ijeam.16.3.08
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1745-886220230000017012
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1745-886220230000017012
https://doi.org/10.1007/sl0551-017-3453-2
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2967165Electroniccopyavailableat:https://ssrn.com/abstract=2967165
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2967165Electroniccopyavailableat:https://ssrn.com/abstract=2967165
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2019.1680303
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2019.1680303
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2260382
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570210435852
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-03-2022-1618
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-03-2022-1618
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.127
https://doi.org/10.1108/AJAR-11-2020-0115
https://doi.org/10.1108/AJAR-11-2020-0115
https://www.forbes.com/lists/global2000/
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.1.226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.337
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2024.103111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2024.103111
https://doi.org/10.1002/bsd2.398
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2343-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450709336664
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279222
http://www.integratedreporting.org
http://www.theiirc.org,
https://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-04-2021-0225
https://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-04-2021-0225
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-018-0922-8
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-12-2016-1498
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2024-0830

COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT ’ 17

Li, Z., Jia, J., & Chapple, L. (2023). The corporate sustainability committee and its relation to corporate environmental
performance. Meditari Accountancy Research, 31(5), 1292-1324. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-06-2021-1341

Liao, L., Luo, L., & Tang, Q. (2015). Gender diversity, board independence, environmental committee and greenhouse
gas disclosure. The British Accounting Review, 47(4), 409-424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2014.01.002

Mallin, C. A., & Michelon, G. (2011). Board reputation attributes and corporate social performance: An empirical in-
vestigation of the US Best corporate citizens. Accounting and Business Research, 41(2), 119-144. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00014788.2011.550740

Mangena, M., & Pike, R. (2005). The effect of audit committee shareholding, financial expertise and size on interim
financial disclosures. Accounting and Business Research, 35(4), 327-349. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2005.9729
998

Matemane, R, & Wentzel, R. (2019). Integrated reporting and financial performance of South African listed banks.
Banks and Bank Systems, 14(2), 128-139. https://doi.org/10.21511/bbs.14(2).2019.11

Michelon, G., & Parbonetti, A. (2012). The effect of corporate governance on sustainability disclosure. Journal of
Management & Governance, 16(3), 477-509. https://doi.org/10.1007/5s10997-010-9160-3

Murdianingsih, D., Prayogi, A., & Handayani, T. (2022). Effect of good corporate governance and sustainability report-
ing to the integrated reporting moderation firm size. Fokus Bisnis Media Pengkajian Manajemen Dan Akuntansi,
21(1), 113-123. https://doi.org/10.32639/fokbis.v21i1.75

Myers, R. H. (1990). Classical and modern regression with applications. (2nd ed.). Duxbury Press.

Orshi, T, Dandago, K. I, & Isa, R. (2019). Do boards determine integrated reporting in Nigerian listed oil and gas
firms? SEISENSE Journal of Management, 2(4), 35-50. https://doi.org/10.33215/sjom.v2i4.157

Osazuwa, N. P, & Che-Ahmad, A. (2016). The moderating effect of profitability and leverage on the relationship be-
tween eco-efficiency and firm value in publicly traded Malaysian firms. Social Responsibility Journal, 12(2), 295-306.
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-03-2015-0034

Peters, G. F,, & Romi, A. M. (2014). Does the voluntary adoption of corporate governance mechanisms improve envi-
ronmental risk disclosures? Evidence from greenhouse gas emission accounting. Journal of Business Ethics, 125(4),
637-666. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1886-9

Peters, G. F,, & Romi, A. M. (2015). The association between sustainability governance characteristics and the assur-
ance of corporate sustainability reports. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 34(1), 163-198. https://doi.
org/10.2308/ajpt-50849

Pillai, Y., & Seetah, K. (2022). Determinants of integrated reporting quality of financial firms. The Indonesian Journal of
Accounting Research, 25(2), 281-308. https://doi.org/10.33312/ijar.611

Pistoni, A., Songini, L, & Bavagnoli, F. (2018). Integrated reporting quality: An empirical analysis. Corporate Social
Responsibility and Environmental Management, 25(4), 489-507. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1474

Qaderi, S. A, Ali Ghaleb, B., Qasem, A., & Waked, S. S. S. (2023). Audit committee effectiveness and integrated report-
ing quality: Does family ownership matter? Cogent Economics and Finance, 12(1), 2291893. https://doi.org/10.1080
/23322039.2023.2291893

Qaderi, S. A., Ghaleb, B. A. A, Hashed, A. A, Chandren, S., & Abdullah, Z. (2022). Board characteristics and integrated
reporting strategy: Does sustainability committee matter? Sustainability (Switzerland), 14(10), 6092. https://doi.
0rg/10.3390/su14106092

Raimo, N., Vitolla, F., Marrone, A., & Rubino, M. (2020). The role of ownership structure in integrated reporting poli-
cies. Business Strategy and the Environment, 29(6), 2238-2250. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2498

Raimo, N., Vitolla, F, Marrone, A., & Rubino, M. (2021). Do audit committee attributes influence integrated reporting
quality? An agency theory viewpoint. Business Strategy and the Environment, 30(1), 522-534. https://doi.org/10.1002/
bse.2635

Rajan, R. G., & Zingales, L. (1998). Power in a theory of the firm. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 113(2), 387-432.
http://gje.oxfordjournals.org/ https://doi.org/10.1162/003355398555630

Rao, K., & Tilt, C. (2016). Board composition and corporate social responsibility: The role of diversity, gender, strategy
and decision making. Source: Journal of Business Ethics, 138(2), 327-347. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2613-5

Sierra-Garcia, L., Zorio-Grima, A., & Garcia-Benau, M. A. (2015). Stakeholder engagement, corporate social responsibil-
ity and integrated reporting: An exploratory study. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management,
22(5), 286-304. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1345

Songini, L., Pistoni, A., Bavagnoli, F, & Minutiello, V. (2020). Integrated reporting quality: An analysis of key determi-
nants. In L. Songini, A. Pistoni, P. Baret, & M. H. Kunc (Eds.), Non-Financial Disclosure and Integrated Reporting:
Practices and Critical Issues (Vol. 34, pp. 175-196). Emerald Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/
$1479-351220200000034010

Songini, L., Pistoni, A., Comerio, N., & Tettamanzi, P. (2023). A decade of integrated reporting studies: state of the art
and future research implications. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 36(9), 226-252. https://doi.
org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2021-5490

Songini, L., Pistoni, A., Tettamanzi, P, Fratini, F., & Minutiello, V. (2022). Integrated reporting quality and BoD charac-
teristics: An empirical analysis. Journal of Management and Governance, 26(2), 579-620. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10997-021-09568-8


https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-06-2021-1341
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2014.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2011.550740
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2011.550740
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2005.9729998
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2005.9729998
https://doi.org/10.21511/bbs.14(2).2019.11
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-010-9160-3
https://doi.org/10.32639/fokbis.v21i1.75
https://doi.org/10.33215/sjom.v2i4.157
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-03-2015-0034
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1886-9
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50849
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50849
https://doi.org/10.33312/ijar.611
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1474
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2023.2291893
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2023.2291893
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14106092
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14106092
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2498
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2635
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2635
http://qje.oxfordjournals.org/
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355398555630
https://doi.org/10.1007/sl0551-015-2613-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1345
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-351220200000034010
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-351220200000034010
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2021-5490
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-10-2021-5490
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-021-09568-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-021-09568-8

18 (&) A.A.MSHANA

Spira, L. F, & Bender, R. (2004). Compare and contrast: Perspectives on board committees. Corporate Governance: An
International Review, 12(4), 489-499. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2004.00389.x

Suchman, M. C. (1995). Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional approaches. Management Review, 20(3), 571-610.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics. (4th ed.). Allyn and Bacon.

Tejedo-Romero, F, & Araujo, J. F. F. E. (2022). The influence of corporate governance characteristics on human capital
disclosure: the moderating role of managerial ownership. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 23(2), 342-374. https://doi.
org/10.1108/J1C-03-2019-0055

Tonello, M. (2010). Sustainability in the Boardroom. https://ssrn.com/abstract=1626050

Velte, P. (2022). Does sustainable corporate governance have an impact on materiality disclosure quality in integrat-
ed reporting? International evidence. Sustainable Development, 30(6), 1655-1670. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2333

Vitolla, F., Raimo, N., Rubino, M., & Garzoni, A. (2019a). How pressure from stakeholders affects integrated reporting
quality. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 26(6), 1591-1606. https://doi.org/10.1002/
csr.1850

Vitolla, F, Raimo, N., & Rubino, M. (2019b). Appreciations, criticisms, determinants, and effects of integrated reporting:
A systematic literature review. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 26(2), 518-528.
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1734

Vitolla, F., Raimo, N., & Rubino, M. (2020a). Board characteristics and integrated reporting quality: an agency theory
perspective. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 27(2), 1152-1163. https://doi.
org/10.1002/csr.1879

Vitolla, F., Raimo, N., Rubino, M., & Garzoni, A. (2020b). The determinants of integrated reporting quality in financial
institutions. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 20(3), 429-444. https://doi.
org/10.1108/CG-07-2019-0202

Vitolla, F., Raimo, N., & Raimo, N.. (2020c). The determinants of corporate governance disclosure level in the integrat-
ed reporting context. Governance Research and Development Centre, 18(2020), 47-58. http://hdl.handle.
net/10419/215826

Wang, R., Zhou, S., & Wang, T. (2020). Corporate governance, integrated reporting and the use of credibility-enhancing
mechanisms on integrated reports. European Accounting Review, 29(4), 631-663. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.
2019.1668281

Zampone, G., Nicolo, G., Sannino, G., & De lorio, S. (2024). Gender diversity and SDG disclosure: the mediating role
of the sustainability committee. Journal of Applied Accounting Research, 25(1), 171-193. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JAAR-06-2022-0151


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2004.00389.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-03-2019-0055
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-03-2019-0055
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1626050
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2333
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1850
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1850
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1734
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1879
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1879
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2019-0202
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-07-2019-0202
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/215826
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/215826
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2019.1668281
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2019.1668281
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-06-2022-0151
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-06-2022-0151

	Sustainability committee effectiveness and integrated reporting quality in the oil and gas industry does corporate financial performance matter?
	ABSTRACT
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review and hypothesis development
	2.1. Theoretical framework
	2.2. Empirical review and hypotheses development
	2.2.1. SC effectiveness and IR quality
	2.2.2. Moderation effect of financial performance on SC-IR quality relationship


	3. Research methodology
	3.1. Sample
	3.2. Model specification
	3.3. Variables
	3.3.1. Dependent variable
	3.3.2. Independent variables
	3.3.3. Moderating variable
	3.3.4. Control variables


	4. Result and discussions
	4.1. Descriptive analysis and correlation analysis
	4.2. Basic analysis 
	4.3. Robustness analysis

	5. Conclusion
	Ethical approval
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	About the author
	ORCID
	Data availability statement
	References


