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Abstract: Global leaders have adopted sustainable development goals to address critical issues like
climate change, biodiversity loss, and pollution from both human activities and firms. Over the years,
there has been a demand for stricter regulations, accountability, and improved sustainable business
practices by stakeholders. In the field of accounting, voluntary disclosure of firms’ sustainability
efforts has become an important component of firm reporting architecture. Despite being a voluntary
practice in many jurisdictions, sustainability reporting has become essential for firms to demonstrate
their commitment to meeting sustainability goals, ensuring future growth, and achieving long-term
success. This study examines firms’ sustainability reporting intentions and further investigates the
dominant factors that drive such intentions, relying on the extended version of the Theory of Planned
Behaviour. Data for the study were gathered from managers of member firms with the Association of
Ghana Industries. Using a total of 518 valid responses, the study’s hypotheses were tested employing
the partial least square structural equation modelling technique. The results indicate that subjective
norm, perceived behavioural control, dynamic capabilities, cultural tightness–looseness, sustainability
commitment, and perceived benefit are good predictors of firms’ sustainability reporting intentions.
However, the results suggest an inverse relationship exists between attitude, perceived cost, and
intention to engage in sustainability reporting. The findings highlight some of the critical factors
driving sustainability reporting behaviour among firms.

Keywords: theory of planned behaviour; sustainability reporting; sustainable development goals;
developing countries

1. Introduction

In recent times, global leaders have heightened their concern about environmental
issues and the quest to adopt measures to sustain the earth. The quest to sustain the
earth has led to several global initiatives, with the latest being the adoption of Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) by the General Assembly of the United Nations. Crucial
to these goals are the issues of climate change, biodiversity loss, and pollution arising
out of human activities and corporations, which have generated intense debate among
stakeholders [1,2]. A shared belief from the ongoing discourse is that the survival and
sustainability of the earth are at risk due to the harmful effects of both human and firm
activities on the environment [3].

Accordingly, there has been a continuous demand for stricter legislation, accountability,
and improved sustainable business practices by stakeholders over the years [4,5]. As a
result, some businesses have, over the years, voluntarily accounted for and reported on
their sustainability practices [4,6–8]. Sustainability reporting has become a critical tool
for firms to showcase their effectiveness in meeting their own sustainability goals, future
business growth, and long-term success, even though it remains largely a voluntary practice
across many parts of the world [9,10].

Investment into sustainability reporting has been on the increase of late [8,11], and
several firms are rapidly implementing systems for sustainability practices and reporting
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in a bid to adapt to the changing trends. The 2022 Governance and Accountability Institute
(GAI) reports a steady rise in sustainability reports among US publicly traded companies.
The report shows that 96% of S&P 500 companies and 81% of Russell 1000 companies are
engaged in sustainability reporting. Again, the KPMG [8] survey of sustainability reports
indicates that between 1993 and 2022, sustainability reporting increased from 12% to 79%
for N100 companies and from 35% to 96% for G250 companies globally. However, the report
reveals a 3% decline in sustainability reporting by N100 companies in the Middle East and
Africa regions. This is an indication that the growth in sustainability reporting is more
prevalent in developed countries, as documented by some existing studies [12,13]. The
disparity in sustainability reporting between developed and less developed countries has
become a hotspot for future research, especially for researchers in less developed countries.

Again, notwithstanding the surge in sustainability reporting practices, the value
relevance of such reports has become a topical issue, generating research interest in the
cost and benefit of sustainability reporting [14,15]. A number of studies have shown that
firms’ sustainability reporting behaviour is usually influenced by societal, institutional, and
stakeholder pressure [16–18]. Other studies have also identified internal organisational
factors to be closely associated with sustainability reporting [19,20]. However, limited
attention has been directed at exploring the perceptions and attitudes of firms towards
sustainability reporting and how such perceptions influence intentions and actual reporting
behaviour, particularly in developing nations [13,21–23]. Further, not much attention has
been given to studying firms’ perspectives on sustainability reporting utilising the theory
of planned behaviour (TPB) framework [13,21,23].

The need for studies to focus on firms’ perceptions and attitudes towards sustainability
reporting within the context of developing countries has therefore been highlighted by
existing studies [13,21–23]. This study examined firms’ intentions to engage in sustain-
ability reporting and the drivers of such intentions. The study investigated the effects of
selected firm-specific factors such as cultural tightness–looseness, dynamic capabilities,
sustainability commitment, perceived cost and perceived benefit, and TPB’s tenets on
sustainability reporting intentions of firms.

This study provides policymakers, particularly those concerned with the imminent
SDG deadline, with insights into firms’ intentions towards sustainability reporting and
the factors that influence these intentions. The study underscores the significant role of
subjective norms in shaping sustainability reporting intentions, suggesting the need for
industry-wide policies that promote reporting among member firms. Furthermore, the
study advocates for establishing a detailed reporting framework that provides precise
guidance and support to enhance firms’ reporting attitudes.

The remaining parts of this paper are organised as follows: Section 2 provides the
theoretical background and hypothesis development. Section 3 outlines the methodology
used for the study. Section 4 discusses the results, and Section 5 provides the conclusion,
the study’s limitations, and future research opportunities.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development

The theory of planned behaviour (TPB) postulates that an individual’s behaviour in
a specific setting is shaped by psychosocial factors based on their rationale, leading to a
planned course of action [24]. Benk et al. [25] posit that behavioural performance hinges
on the objective of the behaviour. According to the theory, attitude, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioural control are the factors that influence an individual’s behavioural
intention [24,26], which informs the individual’s motivation to perform the behaviour.
In addition, the TPB components are influenced by behavioural, normative, and control
beliefs [27].

Ajzen [24] further explains that attitude signifies an individual’s evaluation of be-
haviour as favourable or unfavourable, while subjective norms revolve around a belief
in the influence of others on decision-making and perceived behavioural control gauges
a person’s control level (difficulty or opportunity) over engaging in a specific behaviour.
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Generally, the stronger the intention to engage in a behaviour, the greater the likelihood
that the behaviour will be carried out.

This study applied the TPB to investigate the determinants impacting firms’ intentions
to partake in sustainability reporting. Specifically, it analyses the attitudes toward sustain-
ability reporting, perception of stakeholders’ relevance (subjective norm), and perceived
control over the sustainability reporting process (perceived behavioural control), as well as
some firm-specific variables, as an extension of the theory.

Previous research has employed this theory in studying sustainability reporting be-
haviour across family-owned businesses, listed and non-listed companies, and sustainabil-
ity reporting intentions of professional accountants [20,21,28,29]. These studies emphasised
the necessity of introducing supplementary variables to the TPB framework to better
comprehend the factors affecting corporate sustainability reporting behaviour. As such,
this study introduced firm-specific variables (such as dynamic capabilities, sustainability
commitment, cultural tightness–looseness, perceived cost, and benefit) as an extension of
the theory.

By incorporating these additional factors, this study intends to enrich understanding
of the complexities surrounding firm sustainability practices and reporting behaviours.

2.1. Hypothesis Development
2.1.1. Attitude

The proponents of TPB postulate that a person’s attitude predicts the intention to
perform a behaviour [24]. Attitude is a psychological emotion with a positive or nega-
tive evaluation of performing a behaviour. The extant literature posits that a manager’s
attitude has important implications on social-environmental issues and sustainability re-
porting practices [21,30,31]. These studies found a positive association between managers’
attitudes and firms’ intentions to engage in sustainability reporting. For instance, Acheam-
pong et al. [30] found a positive relationship between owner-manager attitudes and the
probability of SMEs adopting sustainability reporting. Other researchers [28,32] found
an insignificant relationship between attitude and intention to engage in sustainability
reporting. Notwithstanding, this study hypothesises the following:

H1. There is a positive relationship between attitude and intention to engage in sustainability reporting.

2.1.2. Subjective Norm

Subjective norms emphasise the extent to which an individual’s perception of the
opinions of other important people who maintain influence over decision-making can affect
that individual’s intention to perform or not perform an action [24]. Studies confirm that
subjective norms and the intention to adopt and implement a behaviour are positively
related [20,21,28,30,33]. Thoradeniya et al. [21] and Kwakye et al. [28] found a positive
relationship between managers’ and accountants’ subjective norms and their intention to
engage in sustainability reporting. Hence, this study hypothesises the following:

H2. There is a positive relationship between subjective norms and intention to engage in sustain-
ability reporting behaviour.

2.1.3. Perceived Behavioural Control

According to TPB, perceived behavioural control is the ease or difficulty of adopting
and performing a behaviour [24,26]. It is influenced by factors within and external to the
organisation. The TPB construct, perceived behavioural control, assesses opportunities and
resources available to an individual in performing an activity [27]. As such, a behaviour is
adopted when the implementation difficulties are manageable [34]. Managers, in discharg-
ing their obligations to either report or not, encounter challenges that potentially limit the
control they possess and their intention to engage in sustainability reporting. Earlier stud-
ies posit that perceived behavioural control affects behavioural intentions [34–36]. Singh
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et al. [20] found that perceived behavioural control does not influence firms’ intentions
to be environmentally sustainable. However, the evidence provided by most empirical
studies [21,28] generally suggests a positive relationship between perceived behavioural
control and intentions. Based on these studies, this is hypothesised:

H3. Perceived behavioural control positively relates to intentions to engage in sustainability
reporting behaviour.

2.1.4. Dynamic Capabilities

According to Teece et al. [37] (p. 516), dynamic capabilities indicate “the firm’s ability
to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly
changing environments”. Hence, firms with resources, such as employees with skill and
expertise, are proactive in finding solutions to the evolving environment [38]. Vogel and
Güttel [39] posit that managerial behaviour is critical for a firm to explore new knowledge
domains and exploit current ones for the firm’s benefit. Barrales-Molina, Benitez-Amado,
and Perez-Arostegui [40] also argue that firms promote the processes for developing dy-
namic capabilities only when the managers perceive the business environment as highly
complex and rapidly changing. Pressure from stakeholders is causing managers of busi-
nesses to adopt sustainable practices and communicate the outcome to gain legitimacy.
Several studies [41–44] have established a positive relationship between dynamic capa-
bilities and intentions to adopt systems. For instance, Khan et al. [41] found a significant
positive relationship between dynamic capabilities and SME behaviour in circular economy
adoption. This study hypothesises the following:

H4. There is a positive relationship between dynamic capabilities and intention to engage in
sustainability reporting.

2.1.5. Cultural Tightness–Looseness

Intentions are not developed in isolation to the cultural environment. According to
Pelto [45], cultural tightness–looseness exhibits societies’ variation in the expression of and
adherence to their social norms. “Tight” societies refer to those with clearly defined norms
that impose severe sanctions on individuals who deviate from norms. “Loose” societies
are those that lack formality, regimentation, discipline, and norms expressed through a
wide variety of alternative channels and have a high tolerance for deviant behaviour [45].
Similarly, cultural tightness in organisations relates to the expectation that there are clear
rules with little tolerance for deviance. At the individual level, tightness relates to a
higher calling of accountability. Individuals in tight cultures generally focus on prevention,
higher self-control, and greater self-monitoring, whereas individuals in loose cultures are
promotion-centred and have less self-control and self-monitoring ability [46,47]. These
attributes help managers develop intentions to fit in and maintain the strength of situations
in their cultural context. In recent years, cultural tightness–looseness has been related to a
wide range of organisational phenomena [48–50] but has yet to be examined for its effects
on firm sustainability reporting behaviour. The following is hypothesised:

H5. There is a positive relationship between cultural tightness–looseness and the intention to
engage in sustainability reporting.

2.1.6. Sustainability Commitment

Sustainability commitment is perceived as a prerequisite to gaining corporate support
for strategies related to the organisation’s sustainable activities, and it is also the desire and
ability to contribute to a sustainable transformation of our world [51,52]. Sustainability
commitment permeates through the overall management philosophy, strategic product
decisions, competitiveness, and strategic planning [53]. Thus, a firm strategy determines its
sustainability reporting intention. From the extant literature, various variables have been



Sustainability 2024, 16, 5052 5 of 17

used in the study of firms’ sustainability reporting behaviour. However, these studies have
not considered the perceived commitment of management to sustainability. This study
hypothesises the following:

H6. There exists a positive relationship between sustainability commitment and sustainability
reporting intentions.

2.1.7. Perceived Cost and Perceived Benefit

The firm’s intention to engage in novel activities such as corporate sustainability
reporting is critical to their implementation. According to the proponents of TPB, the
antecedent of intentions determines the extent to which an activity is carried out. An evalu-
ation of an outcome of an activity as positive or negative by the firm forms the intention
toward the behaviour [24,54]. If a firm evaluates the outcomes of sustainability reporting to
be positive, then the firm acquires a positive intention to engage in sustainability reporting
behaviour [29,55]. On the other hand, when a firm perceives the outcome of sustainability
reporting as less favourable [29,56], it results in a negative intention towards corporate
sustainability reporting behaviour. This leads to the following hypotheses:

H7. A positive relationship exists between perceived benefits and intentions toward sustainability
reporting behaviour.

H8. A negative relationship exists between perceived cost and intentions towards sustainability
reporting behaviour.

3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design

This study adapted and applied techniques used in social psychology to understand
and measure management’s intentions to adopt sustainability reporting. The survey
development approach was guided by Dillman [57], Diamantopoulos et al. [58], and
Thoradeniya et al. [21]. Using the seven-point Likert scale, multi-item scales were adopted
to measure each construct. According to Chen et al. [59], the seven-point Likert scale
has higher reliability in capturing data than the five-point Likert scale. Similarly, multi-
item scales provide higher predictive validity given the constructs for this study. All
scales developed for the survey were adapted from earlier studies. The scales for attitude,
subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and intentions comprised four items,
each of which was adopted from Thoradeniya et al. [21] and Kwakye et al. [28]. The
scale for dynamic capabilities, consisting of five items, was adapted from Khan et al. [41].
Sustainability commitment contained six items adapted from Henriques and Sa-dorsky [60].
The cultural tightness–looseness scale, made up of six items, was adapted from Gelfand
et al. [61]. The scale for perceived benefit contained four items, and perceived cost consisted
of five scale items. Both scales were adapted from Chen et al. [29].

3.2. Data Collection

The study’s respondents were management personnel primarily responsible for
decision-making involving sustainability-related issues. The population of the study was
made up of 1204 member firms of the Association of Ghana Industries (AGI), out of which
400 firms were sampled for the study. With the assistance of the Policy Unit of the AGI,
the questionnaires were administered using both online survey forms and personal paper
forms. A total of 518 responses were received from the targeted firms for the study.

3.3. Data Analysis Procedures

The descriptive analysis was carried out using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences Version 29.0 (SPSS). The partial least square (PLS) structural equation modelling
(SEM) technique was used to analyse the data. The PLS model is a variance-based method
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within SEM, enabling the examination of both direct and indirect associations between in-
dependent and dependent variables while requiring the construction of minimal paths [62].
Further, the PLS was used to measure relationships among latent underlying independent
(exogenous) variables and their associated latent dependent (endogenous) variables. The
measurement model outlines the association between the indicators and the latent variables
or theoretical constructs they represent [63], whereas the structural model constitutes the
hypothesised relationships among latent variables (theoretical constructs). Additionally,
the PLS technique concurrently calculates both measurement and structural models [64]
and does not necessitate a sizable sample size, making it more effective in handling data
that do not follow a normal distribution [65–67].

3.4. Descriptive Statistics of the Respondents

Table 1 presents key demographic profiles of both firms and respondents. Within
Table 1, Group A delineates firm demographic specifics (such as industry sector, ownership
type, and years in operation), while Group B illustrates respondent demographic details
(such as job title, religious affiliation, tenure in position, and educational attainment).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the respondents.

Group A: Respondents’ Firm Profile Group B: Respondents’ Demographic Statistics

Industry Type Frequency % Gender Frequency %

Financial services 51 9.8 Female 174 34
Manufacturing and agro-processing 190 37 Male 344 66
Power, mining, energy, and
petroleum 100 19

IT and others (logistics, transport,
consultancy etc.) 177 34

Ownership Type Frequency % Educational
Background Frequency %

Locally owned 353 68 Bachelor’s degree 212 41
Foreign-owned 79 15 Master’s degree 241 47
Mixed ownership 84 16 Doctoral degree 46 8.9
Undisclosed 2 0.4 Undisclosed 19 3.7

Firm Age: Years in Operation Frequency % Age Frequency %

Up to 15 years 268 52 26 to 35 years 219 42
16 to 30 years 99 19 36 to 45 years 159 31
31 to 45 years 19 3.7 46 to 55 years 102 20
46 to 60 years 25 4.8 Above 55 years 38 7.3
Above 60 years 41 7.9
Undisclosed 66 13

Among the total 518 respondents, 66.4% were male, while the remaining 33.6% were
female, indicating that males occupied the majority of the positions. The predominant
educational qualifications held by respondents were a master’s degree (46.5%) and a bach-
elor’s degree (40.9%). Of these respondents, 219 fell within the age range from 26 to
35 years, while 159 were between 36 and 45. Additionally, within the sample, a percentage
breakdown indicated that 140 (27.03%) held positions as CEOs, 102 (19.69%) as CFOs and
Accountants, and 114 (22.00%) as Managers (C.S.R., HR, E.H.S.). This suggests that a
significant portion of these critical roles are occupied by relatively young yet knowledge-
able individuals who recognise the importance of reporting financial and non-financial
information to stakeholders.

The surveyed firms encompassed diverse sectors within the Ghanaian economy.
Specifically, 190 respondents (36.7%) represented firms engaged in manufacturing and agro-
processing, 177 (34.2%) represented firms in information technology (IT), logistics, transport,
etc., and 100 (19.3%) represented firms in the power, mining, energy, and petroleum sectors.
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Among these firms, 353 (68.1%) were locally owned, 84 (16.2%) had mixed ownership, and
79 (15.3%) were foreign-owned.

Out of the 518 respondents, the majority (268) indicated firms that have been in
operation for up to 15 years, followed by 99 respondents who stated the age of their firms
to be between 16 and 30 years. The characteristics of these respondent firms signify that
most are young.

3.5. Descriptive Statistics of Constructs

As depicted in Table 2, the results reveal an overall mean of 5.700 for the construct
“Attitude”. This indicates that respondents generally agree that it is in the best interest of
organisations to engage in sustainability reporting. The indicator “It is meaningful for my
company to engage in sustainability reporting” achieved the highest score (mean = 5.767;
SD = 1.480), while “It is good for my company to engage in sustainability reporting”
obtained the lowest mean of 5.579 (SD = 1.556).

Table 2. Construct and its indicators.

Item Mean SD

Attitude towards Sustainability Reporting Intention (ATT)
It is good for my company to engage in sustainability reporting. 5.579 1.556
It is rewarding for my company to engage in sustainability reporting. 5.727 1.476
It is valuable for my company to engage in sustainability reporting. 5.727 1.464
It is meaningful for my company to engage in sustainability reporting. 5.767 1.480
Overall 5.700 1.494
Subjective Norm (SN)
Most of my company’s stakeholders (shareholders, employees, community, etc.) think that my company should
engage in sustainability reporting. 5.168 1.639

Most of the internal stakeholders (employees and management) would approve of my company engaging in
sustainability reporting. 5.267 1.609

Most organisations whose opinions are valued by my company engage in sustainability reporting. 5.058 1.731
Many companies similar to my company engage in sustainability reporting. 5.031 1.784
Overall 5.131 1.691
Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC)
It is easy for my company to engage in sustainability reporting. 4.797 1.914
It is possible for my company to engage in sustainability reporting. 5.471 1.552
The decision to engage in sustainability reporting is under my company’s authority. 5.337 1.598
The decision to engage in sustainability reporting is under my company’s control. 5.147 1.658
Overall 5.188 1.681
Sustainability Reporting Intention (INT)
My company is committed to engage in or continue sustainability reporting. 4.903 1.723
My company plans to engage in or continue sustainability reporting. 4.921 1.798
My company has the intention to engage in or continue sustainability reporting. 4.959 1.846
My company is willing to engage in or continue sustainability reporting. 4.988 1.848
Overall 4.943 1.804
Dynamic Capabilities (DCs)
My company is aware of developments in corporate sustainability reporting. 5.260 1.546
My company quickly adapts to new reporting requirements, either mandatory or voluntary. 5.233 1.526
My company is able to effectively deploy resources, including the appropriate technology to improve
reporting requirements. 5.136 1.590

My company regularly provides training for employees on topical and contemporary issues, including
sustainability reporting. 4.928 1.812

My company absorbs new knowledge to improve reporting to stakeholders. 5.130 1.712
Overall 5.137 1.637
Sustainability Commitment (SC)
My company has a sustainability action plan. 4.864 1.953
My company has a written document describing its sustainability action plan. 4.803 1.977
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Table 2. Cont.

Item Mean SD

My company communicates its sustainability action plan to shareholders or stakeholders. 4.922 1.866
My company communicates its sustainability action plan to employees. 4.965 1.847
My company has an environment, health, and safety (EHS) unit/department. 5.229 1.755
My company has a board or management committee dedicated to dealing with sustainability issues. 4.940 1.885
Overall 4.954 1.881
Perceived Benefit (PB)
Sustainability reporting increases economic benefits to my company. 5.192 1.607
Sustainability reporting improves the corporate image. 5.505 1.514
Sustainability reporting improves monitoring of environmental impacts of my company. 5.390 1.533
Sustainability reporting will help my company to contribute to sustainable development. 5.529 1.436
Overall 5.404 1.523
Perceived Cost (PC)
A significant amount of work is required to adopt sustainability reporting. 5.576 1.503
A significant learning effort is required to gain sufficient knowledge of sustainability reporting. 5.601 1.525
It is significantly more expensive to prepare our company’s sustainability reporting when it is adopted. 5.444 1.644
It is significantly more expensive to have our sustainability report audited/reviewed/compiled to gain more
credibility from stakeholders. 5.435 1.583

Sustainability reporting increases the complexity of reporting because of the need to restructure my company’s
conventional accounting system. 5.219 1.636

Overall 5.455 1.578
Cultural Tightness–Looseness (CTL)
There are many social norms in my company that we are supposed to abide by. 5.142 1.582
In my company, we agree on what behaviours are appropriate versus inappropriate in most situations. 5.444 1.530
There are very clear sustainable reporting expectations for how employees should act in most situations in
my company. 5.252 1.617

In my company, if someone acts in an inappropriate way, others will strongly disapprove. 5.445 1.609
Employees almost always comply with social norms in my company. 5.349 1.521
Employees have a great deal of freedom in deciding how they want to behave in most situations. 4.849 1.882
Overall 5.247 1.624

Concerning the construct “Subjective Norm”, the overall mean was 5.131, indicating
that managers consider stakeholders’ relative importance in adopting sustainability re-
porting in their firms. The indicator “Most of the internal stakeholders (employees and
management) would approve my company engaging in sustainability reporting” received
the highest score (mean = 5.267; SD = 1.609), and “Many companies similar to my company
engage in sustainability reporting” scored the lowest mean of 5.031 (SD = 1.784).

The constructs “Perceived Behavioural Control” and “Dynamic Capabilities” show an
overall mean of 5.188 and 5.137, respectively. These values suggest that managers agree
that their companies are aware of developments in corporate sustainability reporting and
have the capacity to engage in sustainability reporting. The indicator “My company is
aware of developments in corporate sustainability reporting” for dynamic capabilities had
the highest score (mean = 5.260; SD 1.546), and “It is possible for my company to engage
in sustainability reporting” had the top score (mean 5.471; SD 1.552) for the construct
perceived behavioural control.

The overall means of 5.455 and 5.404 represent the constructs’ perceived cost and
perceived benefits, respectively. This indicates that most managers highly agree that
perceived sustainability reporting requires significant knowledge, although they agree
that reporting on their sustainability issues will contribute to sustainable development.
The highest scoring indicator for the construct perceived cost is “A significant learning
effort is required to gain sufficient knowledge of sustainability reporting” (mean = 5.601;
SD 1.525), and “Sustainability reporting will help my company to contribute to sustainable
development” scored the highest (mean 5.529; SD 1.436) for the construct perceived benefit.

Regarding the construct “Cultural Tightness–Looseness”, the overall mean of 5.247 in-
dicates that respondents mostly agree that inappropriate behaviours are not tolerated in
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their organisation. The indicator “In my company, if someone acts in an inappropriate way,
others will strongly disapprove” received the top score (mean = 5.445; SD 1.609), while the
indicator “Employees have a great deal of freedom in deciding how they want to behave in
most situations” had the lowest score (mean = 4.849; SD 1.882).

An overall mean of 4.954 recorded by the construct “Sustainability Commitment”
suggests that respondents generally believe that sustainability activities within their organ-
isation are planned and implemented. The indicator “My company has an environment,
health, and safety (EHS) unit/department” received the highest score (mean = 5.229;
SD = 1.755), and the indicator “My company has a written document describing its sustain-
ability action plan” had the lowest score (mean = 4.803; SD = 1.977).

The “Sustainability Reporting Intention”, the variable of interest, recorded an overall
mean of 4.943, suggesting that respondents generally had a strong intention to comply
with sustainability reporting. By implication, managers demonstrate their willingness
and commitment to engage in sustainability reporting. Most managers indicated that
their companies are willing to engage in or continue sustainability reporting (mean = 4.988;
SD 1.848) and that their companies are committed to engaging in or continuing sustainabil-
ity reporting (mean = 4.903; SD 1.723).

3.6. Reliability and Validity

Prior to performing the structural model analysis, an evaluation of the measurement
characteristics of the constructs and the indicators was conducted to ensure their reliability
and validity. The indicator loadings of the constructs, as presented in Table 3, demonstrate
that all indicators for the constructs exceed the recommended threshold of 0.70, as suggested
by Sarstedt et al. [68], except for indicator CTL 6, which should be considered for deletion,
with a loading slightly below the threshold [66,69]. However, its effect on composite relia-
bility and average variance extracted (AVE) is insignificant and, hence, maintained [66,69]
for the study. Indicator loadings above 0.70, according to Sarstedt et al. [68], mean that
the construct explains more than 50% of the indicator’s variance, which is considered
appropriate for structural model analysis.

Table 3. Indicator loadings, CR, AVE, and VIF.

Constructs Indicators Indicator
Loading

Composite
Reliability (CR.)

Convergent
Validity (AVE)

Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF)

Attitude (ATT)

ATT 1 0.908

0.954 0.839 2.034
ATT 2 0.921
ATT 3 0.927
ATT 4 0.908

Subjective Norm (SN)

SN 1 0.870

0.938 0.790 2.528
SN 2 0.914
SN 3 0.901
SN 4 0.871

Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC)

PBC 1 0.813

0.900 0.693 2.428
PBC 2 0.811
PBC 3 0.873
PBC 4 0.833

Dynamic Capabilities (DC)

DC 1 0.809

0.936 0.746 0.746
DC 2 0.881
DC 3 0.862
DC 4 0.880
DC 5 0.883

Sustainability Commitment (SC)

SC 1 0.892

0.952 0.768 2.912

SC 2 0.921
SC 3 0.929
SC 4 0.906
SC 5 0.703
SC 6 0.888
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Table 3. Cont.

Constructs Indicators Indicator
Loading

Composite
Reliability (CR.)

Convergent
Validity (AVE)

Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF)

Perceived Benefit (PB)

PB 1 0.861

0.936 0.786 2.411
PB 2 0.877
PB 3 0.903
PB 4 0.905

Perceived Cost (PC)

PC 1 0.871

0.936 0.744 1.733
PC 2 0.869
PC 3 0.846
PC 4 0.871
PC 5 0.856

Cultural Tightness–Looseness (CT-L)

CTL 1 0.825

0.922 0.665 1.960

CTL 2 0.847
CTL 3 0.854
CTL 4 0.826
CTL 5 0.837
CTL 6 0.692

Sustainability Reporting
Intentions (INT)

INT 1 0.916

0.967 0.880
INT 2 0.950
INT 3 0.948
INT 4 0.939

The internal consistency reliability of the constructs was assessed using composite
reliability (CR), as shown in Table 3. The composite reliability scores for each of the
study constructs exceeded the 0.70 minimum requirements recommended by [66] and
Sarstedt et al. [68], an indication that consistent reliability is assured. Further, convergent
and discriminant validity tests were conducted on the study constructs.

Convergent validity was assessed using the average variance extracted (AVE) for all
items related to each construct. An AVE of 0.50 or higher is considered acceptable, as it in-
dicates that more than 50% of the variance of the items is explained by the construct [66,68].
As shown in Table 3, the AVE scores for all the constructs were above 0.50, indicating that
convergent validity was assured.

A discriminant validity test was conducted on the study constructs using the HTMT
approach. According to Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt [70] and Ringle et al. [71], an HTMT
value below 0.90 establishes discriminant validity between two reflectively measured
constructs. In some practical instances, a threshold of 0.85 effectively identifies which pairs
of latent variables exhibit discriminant validity and which do not [72,73]. As shown in
Table 4, the HTMT between the latent variables of the study are all below the threshold of
0.85, indicating no similarities between latent variables and that discriminant validity was
established. The results demonstrate that the measures for the study constructs are reliable
and valid for performing the structural model analysis.

Table 4. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)—Matrix.

ATT CTL DC INT PB PBC PC SC SN

ATT
CTL 0.490
DC 0.510 0.626
INT 0.475 0.557 0.754
PB 0.573 0.611 0.734 0.628

PBC 0.657 0.571 0.741 0.686 0.656
PC 0.465 0.640 0.516 0.382 0.569 0.413
SC 0.343 0.556 0.807 0.684 0.684 0.623 0.416
SN 0.636 0.516 0.710 0.731 0.617 0.748 0.422 0.673
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4. Discussion of Results
Structural Model Analysis

The reliability and validity of the constructs of the study were assessed prior to the
evaluation of the structural model results. A multicollinearity test was conducted using the
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) to detect the presence of correlated constructs. The recom-
mended VIF threshold by O’Brien [74] is ≤5 to avoid multicollinearity. Table 3 displays the
VIF values computed, which were all below 5, indicating no multicollinearity. This indicates
that collinearity problems do not negatively influence the structural model analysis.

Next, Herman’s single-factor score was employed to assess common method bias.
This yielded 44.37%, below the recommended threshold of 50% [75]. This is an indication
that the study is free from bias in the estimated correlation between two variables produced
by common method variance.

Further, the model’s overall quality was gauged using the coefficient of determination
(R2), which measures the predictive power of the endogenous constructs [68]. The R2
indicates the percentage of variance explained by endogenous constructs. Higher R2 values
denote stronger predictive ability [76]. In Figure 1, the structural model exhibited a high
predictive power of 0.617, implying that the latent variables explain 61.7% of the variance
in firms’ sustainability reporting intentions.
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Figure 1. Structural model.

Assessing the predictive relevance of the model’s endogenous construct [66], guide-
lines were followed. Chin [77] suggests that a cross-validated redundancy (Q2) value above
zero indicates model relevance. The endogenous construct INT achieved a Q2 value of
0.5906, confirming its predictive relevance. Table 5 and Figure 1 depict further analysis
exploring direct relations between latent variables. The coefficient and path significance
were evaluated in the structural model by employing the bootstrapping procedure.
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Table 5. PLS-SEM Results from hypothesis testing.

Paths Coefficients T Statistics p Values

ATT → INT −0.019 0.439 0.661
CTL → INT 0.109 2.360 0.018
DC → INT 0.260 3.771 0.000
PB → INT 0.074 1.185 0.236

PBC → INT 0.119 2.542 0.011
PC → INT −0.058 1.405 0.160
SC → INT 0.140 2.210 0.027
SN → INT 0.288 5.202 0.000

The findings show a positive and highly significant correlation between the construct
subjective norm and sustainability reporting intentions (coefficient: 0.288, p-value = 0.000).
Given that subjective norm describes the influence of significant others on firms’ behaviour,
the positive association is therefore a demonstration that sustainability reporting intention
increases with an increase in subjective norm. Thus, firms are more likely to engage in
sustainability reporting based on the perceived importance of such a report to its valuable
stakeholders. As Ajzen [24] pointed out, the views and opinions of significant others
could be an important predictor of firms’ behavioural intentions to perform a particular
behaviour. This finding compares favourably with some existing studies [21,28] that report
that subjective norm influences intentions to engage in sustainability reporting. Consistent
with the predicted hypothesis, H2 is supported by the findings of this study.

Similarly, the results show a positive and significant association between perceived be-
havioural control and sustainability reporting intentions (coefficient: 0.119, p-value = 0.011).
There is an indication that as the firms’ perceived behavioural control increases, their inten-
tions to report on sustainability also increase, suggesting that firms that believe they have
the control, knowledge, and ability to report on sustainability are more likely to intend
to do so. As postulated by Ajzen [24], the ease or difficulty of performing a particular
behaviour increases the intention to perform the behaviour and the likelihood of actually
performing that behaviour. As predicted in H3, this study is supported. This finding is
consistent with some existing studies [21,28] that report that perceived behavioural control
influences intentions to engage in sustainability reporting.

The relationship between attitude and sustainability reporting intention yielded nega-
tive and insignificant results (coefficient: −0.019, p-value = 0.661). This suggests that the
firm’s attitude towards sustainability reporting intention is inversely related to reporting
intention. Impliedly, a more positive attitude from the firm is associated with a lower inten-
tion to report on sustainability, but this finding is not statistically significant. As Ajzen [24]
indicated, a favourable attitude towards a particular behaviour influences the intention to
perform that behaviour, whereas an unfavourable attitude hinders the intention to perform
the behaviour. In line with the prediction of this study, H1 is not supported. Empirically,
this finding is consistent with Kwakye et al. [28], who found an insignificant relationship
between attitude and intention to engage in sustainability accounting and reporting.

In terms of the relationship between dynamic capabilities and sustainability reporting
intention, the results indicate a positive and highly significant relationship between the
two constructs (coefficients: 0.260, p-value = 0.000). This suggests that firms’ intention
to engage in sustainability reporting increases with higher levels of dynamic capabilities.
Thus, firms that perceive themselves to possess dynamic capabilities, including the ability
to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to adapt to rapidly
evolving environmental conditions, are more inclined to engage in sustainability reporting.
This finding aligns with earlier studies [41–43] that found a positive association between
dynamic capabilities and adoption intentions. In line with the prediction of this study, H4
is thus supported.

The relationship between cultural tightness–looseness and firms’ intentions to report
their sustainability practices yielded a positive and statistically significant relationship
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(coefficients: 0.109, p-value 0.018). By implication, organisations with tight cultures are
more likely to engage in sustainability reporting, and tighter cultures may result in higher
sustainability reporting intention. Accordingly, companies with clear and strict rules and
sanctions are more likely to engage in sustainability reporting, as there are well-defined
expectations for acceptable behaviours. This study’s outcome aligns with the findings of
earlier studies [48–50] that found cultural tightness to positively influence behavioural
intentions. The study’s result lends support to H5.

In line with H6, which tests the relationship between sustainability commitment and
sustainability reporting intentions, the results reveal a positive and significant association
between the two constructs (coefficient: 0.140, p-value 0.027). Impliedly, firms’ intentions
to engage in sustainability reporting become stronger with the existence of sustainability
commitment. This suggests that genuine commitment to sustainability, possibly reflected
in a firm’s values, mission, and strategic objectives, is likely to translate into a higher
likelihood of engaging in sustainability reporting. Empirically, this finding is supported
by previous literature studies [60,78] that found sustainability commitment to drive firms’
intention to engage in sustainability practices.

The relationship between perceived benefits and firms’ sustainability reporting in-
tentions was positive and insignificant between the two constructs (coefficient: 0.074,
p-value = 0.236). This suggests that the perceived benefits do not significantly influence a
firm’s sustainability reporting intention. In effect, a firm’s intention to report on its sustain-
ability practices is not determined by the economic gains or corporate image enhancement
that can be derived from such a report. This may be due to a lack of awareness of re-
porting benefits and the absence of social pressure for such a report. Prior studies [79,80]
have shown that there is a positive correlation between perceived benefits and purchas-
ing intention. The results of these studies corroborate the hypothesis H7 put forward in
this research.

Regarding the relationship between the perceived cost and sustainability report-
ing intentions predicted in H8, the findings reveal a negative and insignificant relation-
ship between perceived cost and sustainability reporting intentions (coefficient: −0.058,
p-value = 0.160). This suggests that the sustainability reporting intention of firms declines
with a rise in perceived cost. However, this relationship is not strong enough to be sta-
tistically significant. Impliedly, as the perceived costs (financial, time, effort, reporting
complexities) associated with sustainability reporting increase, the intention to engage
in such reporting could decrease. Further, firms may not perceive costs as prohibitive
enough to significantly affect their reporting intentions. This finding compares favourably
with some existing studies [81,82] that found the association between perceived cost and
intention to be insignificant, thus supporting the findings of this study.

5. Conclusions

The study employed the TPB framework to examine the intentions of firms to engage in
sustainability reporting and the factors that drive such intentions. Specifically, the research
explored the components of TPB and firm-specific factors such as dynamic capabilities,
cultural tightness–looseness, sustainability commitment, perceived benefit and cost, and
their impact on intentions to engage in sustainability reporting. The PLS-SEM-based
technique was employed to analyse the 518 survey questionnaires received from the
management of AGI member firms that were involved in the study.

The results from this study indicate that subjective norms, perceived behavioural
control, dynamic capabilities, cultural tightness–looseness, sustainability commitment,
and perceived benefit positively influence sustainability reporting intention, whilst an
inverse relationship exists between attitude, perceived cost, and intention to engage in
sustainability reporting.

The findings of this study offer some useful insights into the sustainability reporting
intention of firms registered with the largest industrial association in Ghana. An under-
standing of the intentions of firms towards sustainability reporting and the predictors of
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such intentions may be valuable to policymakers interested in promoting behaviours of
sustainability practices among firms, especially with the SDG deadline nearing. Given that
subjective norms significantly influence firms’ sustainability reporting intention, policy-
makers should promote industry-wide policies that would encourage reporting among
member firms. Moreover, it is imperative for policymakers to acknowledge, based on
this study, that the disposition (attitude) of firms towards sustainability reporting does
not influence reporting behaviour. It is crucial, therefore, to establish a detailed reporting
framework that furnishes firms with precise directions and assistance, enabling them to
effectively communicate their sustainability initiatives. Furthermore, considering the posi-
tive impact of dynamic capabilities, cultural adaptability, perceived behavioural control,
and commitment to sustainability on firms’ intentions to report, it is evidenced that the
availability of resources will play an important role in promoting sustainability reporting
behaviour among firms, especially from a developing country perspective.

Limitations and Future Research

Despite this study’s contributions, the findings are limited in some regards. The
findings only reflect firms’ intentions to engage in sustainability reporting and the factors
that predict such intentions, not the actual sustainability reporting behaviour. Moreover,
the study relied on respondents from firms registered with AGI, which may limit its
generalisation. Care should therefore be taken in the interpretation of the findings.
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