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Abstract

Selective Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) disclosure is frequently interpreted as
evidence of weak university accountability. This research advances a different position.
It argues that the problem is not selectivity itself, but unexplained selectivity. In plural-
mission institutions, no university can give equal depth to every SDG without risking
superficiality. Selectivity preserves accountability when priorities are publicly justified,
mission-linked, evidence-supported, and explicit about what remains underdeveloped.
It erodes accountability when curated visibility replaces public account-giving. Drawing
on structured document analysis of 107 university SDG and sustainability disclosures
from Europe, Asia-Pacific, North America, Latin America, Africa and the Middle East,
published between 2019 and 2024, independently coded by two researchers (Cohen’s
kappa = 0.81) and scored through the SDG Disclosure Review-Readiness Index (SDG-
DRRI), the research shows that moderately selective documents (1 = 18) achieved the high-
est mean score, outperforming both broad reporting (n = 34) and highly selective reporting
(n = 55). This research contributes a new distinction between accountability-preserving
and accountability-eroding selectivity, showing why disclosure breadth alone is an inade-
quate proxy for accountability quality. It advances sustainability accounting and higher
education reporting debates by reframing SDG selectivity as a conditional accountability
phenomenon: legitimate when publicly justified, problematic when it narrows responsibil-
ity without explanation.

Keywords: sustainable development goals (SDG) disclosure; university sustainability
reporting; institutional accountability; double materiality; legitimacy theory; voluntary
university review

1. Introduction

University sustainability reporting has become a standard feature of higher educa-
tion [1]. Institutions publish SDG reports, sustainability reports, ESG updates, climate
roadmaps, annual impact summaries, ranking-facing profiles, strategy documents, and
hybrid packages combining several of these forms. This expansion has shifted the analytical
question. The sector has moved beyond whether universities disclose at all; the harder
question now concerns how they disclose, what they foreground, and on what grounds
those choices should be judged.

Growth in reporting volume is not growth in accountability. Universities can publish
more and still explain less, producing richer metrics and denser SDG mapping without
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giving a clearer public account of priorities, omissions, and trade-offs. Bebbington and
Larrinaga [1] argue that accounting becomes meaningful for sustainable development only
when it does more than display concern, and Bebbington and Unerman [2] extend the
point to the SDGs by warning that organisational engagement requires more than symbolic
attachment. Adams and Abhayawansa [3] sharpen the concern by showing how SDG
engagement can devolve into SDG washing when disclosure substitutes for substantive
transformation.

Research gap. Previous studies have documented uneven SDG coverage, impression-
management risks, SDG-washing, and variation in university sustainability reporting.
However, the literature often treats selectivity as a reporting weakness, without distin-
guishing justified strategic prioritisation from opaque omission. The unresolved gap is,
therefore, conceptual and evaluative. Existing work explains that university SDG disclo-
sure is selective, but it does not yet provide a clear criterion for judging when selectivity
preserves accountability and when it erodes it.

Research question and goal. The research addresses one research question: when
does selectivity in university SDG disclosure function as a legitimate form of strategic
focus, and when does it become accountability erosion? The research goal is to reinterpret
SDG selectivity in university sustainability reporting by distinguishing accountability-
preserving selectivity from accountability-eroding selectivity and by examining how these
forms are reflected in SDG-DRRI disclosure quality scores.

Methodological orientation. To answer this question, the research uses a structured
qualitative-comparative document analysis of 107 university-linked sustainability and SDG
disclosures published between 2019 and 2024. The sample covers universities from Europe,
Asia-Pacific, North America, Latin America, Africa and the Middle East and combines
documents identified through THE Impact Rankings, the GRI Sustainability Disclosure
Database and institutional website searches. The unit of analysis is the disclosure document,
not the university as a whole.

This research, therefore, asks a direct question: when does selectivity in university
SDG disclosure function as a legitimate form of strategic focus, and when does it become
accountability erosion? The question remains important because university SDG reporting
is shaped both by visibility systems such as THE Impact Rankings [4] and by whole-
institution sustainability guidance [5-7].

The dominant tendency in the literature has been to regard selectivity as a weakness.
Corporate disclosure research shows that organisations under scrutiny often disclose what
is benign and defensible while muting material that is harder to justify [8,9]. University
reporting is vulnerable to the same logic, and Bellucci et al. [10] document how impression
management techniques migrate into higher education disclosure. Yet the field has often
stopped short. If selectivity is condemned in undifferentiated terms, the possibility that
some selectivity is not only legitimate but necessary disappears. Universities are plural-
mission institutions whose sustainability profile is distributed across teaching, research,
operations, governance, and partnerships. A demand for perfectly even disclosure across
all 17 SDGs can therefore become unrealistic and institutionally inappropriate.

The more useful contrast is not selective versus broad reporting. It is justified priori-
tisation versus opaque omission. A university may focus on a subset of SDGs and still
remain accountable if it explains why, links its focus to mission and capability, identifies
what remains underdeveloped, and shows how less developed goals are being handled.
Another university may also focus on a subset but do so by foregrounding reputationally
attractive themes and leaving uninterpreted areas absent. The empirical pattern examined
here supports that distinction. Within the corpus, the moderately selective group outper-
formed both broad and highly selective reporting on the overall SDG-DRRI score and on
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review readiness, with the largest gap between moderately and highly selective documents.
Full results are reported in Section 5.

The research makes three contributions. First, it reframes SDG selectivity as a condi-
tional accountability phenomenon rather than a reporting defect. Second, it introduces
the distinction between accountability-preserving and accountability-eroding selectivity,
thereby shifting attention from disclosure breadth to the public justification of prioritisation
and omission. Third, it provides empirical evidence from 107 university sustainability
disclosures showing that moderate, justified selectivity was associated with stronger review-
readiness than either broad but weakly prioritised reporting or narrow, poorly justified
reporting within the purposive corpus examined here.

The rest of the research proceeds through the literature review in Section 2, theoretical
framing in Section 3, methodology in Section 4, results and discussion in Section 5, and
conclusion in Section 6.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Reporting Growth Versus Accountability Function

University sustainability reporting has expanded steadily, but the field remains frag-
mented in themes, methods, and conceptual anchors [11-14]. Recent evidence further
shows that university reporting practices differ in their drivers, standardisation, interna-
tional reporting patterns, and online presentation across higher education systems [15-18].
Ceulemans et al. [11] identified early on a problem that later studies have confirmed rather
than resolved: reporting growth does not by itself establish what a high-quality university
sustainability report should be, what work it should do, or how its quality should be judged.
Ceulemans et al. [19] argue that reporting in higher education should be understood as part
of organisational change rather than as communication alone. Di Tullio et al. [20], likewise,
suggest that the institutionalisation of sustainability in universities is increasingly visible in
strategic planning but is not evenly translated into mature public account-giving, while
recent work on institutional isomorphism shows how sustainability-oriented activities can
become standardised without necessarily resolving accountability depth [21].

The higher education sustainability assessment literature reinforces the point. Find-
ler et al. [22] argue that universities generate sustainable development impacts across
multiple domains and stakeholder relationships, which complicates both assessment and
communication. Moggi [23] shows that disclosure is shaped by unresolved questions about
framework fit, especially the suitability of importing GRI-derived logics into higher educa-
tion. Bellucci et al. [10] add that sustainability disclosure in higher education is frequently
shaped by impression management strategies rather than substantive accountability intent.
The cumulative picture is one in which reporting volume increases faster than explanatory
discipline. The sector has become more communicatively active, but this activity does not
settle whether its disclosures function as credible accountability devices.

2.2. Selectivity, Impression Management, and Justified Prioritisation

Selectivity has become one of the most recurrent but least differentiated features of
sustainability reporting. In university studies, it appears either as uneven SDG engage-
ment, certain goals repeatedly highlighted while others remain marginal, or indirectly
through critiques of incompleteness, performance-oriented SDG reporting and symbolic
reporting [13,24-27]. The literature often moves too quickly from observed unevenness to
the judgment that selectivity is itself the flaw, rarely specifying whether the problem lies in
the focus itself or in the absence of an explicit and defensible basis for focus.

Impression management research sharpens this diagnosis. Merkl-Davies and Bren-
nan [9] show that discretionary disclosure choices frequently manage reader inferences
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rather than inform them, producing strategic textual patterns such as thematic empha-
sis on favourable outcomes and rhetorical obscuration of weaker performance. Bellucci
et al. [10] document analogous patterns in university sustainability communication, where
visual design, narrative framing and case-research selection amplify favourable themes
while marginalising less legible ones. Impression management does not render selectivity
automatically suspect, but it requires analysts to ask whether the observed selectivity is
accompanied by an explanatory apparatus that distinguishes defensible prioritisation from
reader management.

Universities are not equally positioned across all SDGs. Ruiz-Mallén and Heras [28]
show that higher education institutions approach Agenda 2030 through institution-specific
pathways shaped by mission, capabilities, and local context, and Findler et al. [22] empha-
sise that universities affect sustainable development through combinations of education,
research, operations, outreach, and governance. Once this plurality is acknowledged, some
degree of prioritisation becomes inevitable, and selective emphasis is not automatically
suspect. The analytical task is to judge the terms on which it is made visible.

Rankings sharpen the problem. Buckner and Zhang [4] show that sustainability
rankings can function as vehicles for global recognition, as well as normative instruments,
and Adams and Abhayawansa [3] demonstrate that SDG-oriented disclosure is especially
prone to drift from substantive accountability when external visibility incentives outweigh
internal governance reasoning (see also [29,30]). Related work shows that rankings may
shape organisational-level SDG implementation and can blur the boundary between SDG
enhancement and institutional promotion [31-33]. Once rankings enter the picture, selective
emphasis reflects a dual logic: genuine prioritisation on the one hand and external legibility
on the other. What the literature documents is unevenness, visibility pressures, and
reporting differentiation; what it does not yet supply is a sufficiently discriminating criterion
for distinguishing selective emphasis that remains accountable from selective emphasis
that does not.

2.3. Materiality, Double Materiality and Legitimacy-Driven Visibility

Selectivity needs to be read through the two literatures often discussed separately:
materiality and legitimacy. Materiality suggests that not every issue should receive equal
reporting depth. Legitimacy theory suggests that organisations highlight what is socially
resonant or reputationally advantageous. Bebbington and Unerman [2] refuse both ex-
tremes, treating the SDGs as a holistic agenda while acknowledging that organisations
will often focus on goals closest to their operations. Selectivity is thus neither inherently
defective nor automatically defensible; its status depends on whether prioritisation remains
accountable to the interdependencies and exclusions it obscures.

The materiality concept itself has evolved in ways that bear directly on university
SDG disclosure. Three variants are relevant. Financial materiality, rooted in investor-
facing reporting, treats sustainability issues as material insofar as they affect enterprise
value. Impact materiality, developed within the GRI tradition, treats issues as material
when organisational activities produce significant social or environmental effects. Double
materiality, now formalised in the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS)
under CSRD, integrates both perspectives [3]. For universities, not primarily investor-
facing but generating large and distributed societal impacts, impact materiality and double
materiality are the more directly relevant frames. Impact-material prioritisation would
emphasise SDGs where institutional activities generate the most significant societal effects;
legitimacy-driven prioritisation would emphasise SDGs that maximise external visibility.
These logics may coincide, but when they diverge, the accountability consequences of
selectivity diverge with them.
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Legitimacy theory complicates the picture. Legitimacy is a generalised perception that
an entity’s actions are desirable within socially constructed norms [34], and disclosure prac-
tices often function as legitimacy work [35]. Organisational fields also generate isomorphic
pressures toward shared practices [36]. Applied to universities, SDG reporting is shaped as
much by external expectations and visibility cultures as by internally grounded priority
setting. Climate action, partnerships, student well-being, and educational contribution are
highly legible, normatively attractive themes; their repeated prominence partly reflects
legitimacy value, as well as institutional materiality.

The greenwashing and SDG-washing literature makes the stakes explicit [3,8,37].
Organisations may foreground visible virtue while muting areas where evidence is weaker
or responsibility is harder to narrate. Universities are particularly exposed because they
are expected not simply to perform well but to embody public purpose, which creates
fertile conditions for legitimacy-driven visibility management. Bebbington, Russell and
Thomson [38] sharpen the point from within the accounting literature by arguing that
sustainable development cannot be reduced to a reporting surface detached from the
tensions organisations must navigate in practice. The analytical task, therefore, shifts:
the question is not whether a report is selective, but whether its selectivity is publicly
reasoned in a way that keeps the institution answerable for what is foregrounded, what is
backgrounded, and what remains outside the frame.

2.4. Plural-Mission Institutions and Limits of Crude Breadth Metrics

Universities cannot be judged by crude breadth metrics alone. A breadth metric can
indicate how widely a report distributes attention across goals; it cannot reveal whether the
resulting disclosure is strategically coherent, evidence-bearing, or accountability-enhancing.
A university may mention many SDGs while offering little clarity about which areas are
most developed, who governs them, or what remains weak; another may concentrate on
fewer goals yet provide a much more disciplined account of institutional responsibility.
Stakeholder theory [39,40] reinforces the point that universities answer to a differentiated
set of stakeholders, students, staff, funders, regulators, local communities, partners, alumni,
and civil society, whose claims carry different combinations of legitimacy, power, and ur-
gency. Institutions cannot treat all goals with equal evidence depth given this heterogeneity,
and engagement with the SDGs must grapple with interdependence without collapsing
into symmetric treatment [2,22,28].

Whole-institution sustainability discourse does not eliminate the problem. UNESCO’s
education for a sustainable development agenda [5,6] and the Sustainable Development
Solutions Network’s Voluntary University Review proposal [7] call for integrated insti-
tutional responsibility rather than isolated sustainability activity, a point also reflected
in recent work on the challenges and opportunities of embedding sustainability across
higher education institutions [41,42]. However, integration is not the same as symmetry. A
whole-institution approach requires that sustainability responsibility be embedded across
functions, governance, and strategy; it does not require that every report devote equal
space to every SDG regardless of institutional materiality, evidence maturity, or implemen-
tation stage. The field has often slipped between these two ideas, rightly criticising narrow
and symbolic reporting, rightly calling for whole-institution thinking, but inadequately
theorising the possibility that accountable reporting may involve selective depth within an
explicitly wider frame of responsibility.

The student-facing dimension of SDG reporting also matters because universities
are not only institutional reporters but educational environments in which students en-
counter, interpret and act on the SDGs. Student-oriented SDG initiatives and responsible-
management education resources emphasise that the goals must be translated into learning,
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participation and student agency rather than treated only as institutional branding [43,44].
This reinforces the research’s concern with accountability: selective SDG reporting is
more defensible when it helps stakeholders, including students, understand institutional
priorities and gaps.

The literature explains disclosure growth, symbolic communication, and legitimacy
management, and it explains why sustainability frameworks travel unevenly across institu-
tions. What it does not explain with enough precision is when university SDGs selectivity
reflects strategic discipline and when it functions as institutional accountability erosion.
This unresolved distinction is the problem this research takes up (Table 1).

Table 1. Key concepts used in the research.

Concept Meaning in This Research

Uneven substantive treatment of the Sustainable
Development Goals within a university disclosure

SDG selectivity document; icon-based mentions alone are not
treated as substantive coverage.
Selective SDG focus that is publicly justified,
Accountability- mission-linked, evidence-supported, connected to
preserving selectivity governance ownership, and explicit about less
developed areas.
Accountability- Selective SDG focus that foregrounds visible

strengths or ranking-facing themes while leaving

eroding selectivity non-focal SDGs and omissions unexplained.

The explanation of why some SDGs receive greater
depth, how the prioritisation links to materiality,
mission, capability or stakeholder salience, and how
non-focal areas are treated.

Public justification

The extent to which a disclosure document can
Review readiness function as a coherent, gap-aware Voluntary
University Review-style institutional account.

Broad SDG coverage that avoids narrow omission
but provides weak prioritisation logic, limited
governance ownership, or insufficient interpretation
of strengths and gaps.

Accountability-flat breadth

3. Theoretical Framing

The theoretical framing rests on five connected ideas: legitimacy, selective disclosure
and impression management, institutional accountability, stakeholder heterogeneity, and
materiality within a whole-institution sustainability logic. Legitimacy theory identifies the
pressures that shape selective emphasis. Selective disclosure and impression management
research characterise the observable patterns those pressures produce; accountability sup-
plies the evaluative standard against which such patterns are judged. Stakeholder theory
specifies to whom universities are answerable, and materiality within a whole-institution
frame specifies when unequal treatment remains defensible.

Legitimacy theory explains why some SDGs are repeatedly foregrounded and others
muted. Universities operate under particularly strong moralised expectations of public
contribution, and sustainability reporting becomes an arena in which institutional virtue
is narrated and defended. Suchman’s [34] distinction between legitimacy as strategic
management and legitimacy as institutional embeddedness is useful because university
SDG reporting often reflects both logics at once. Selective disclosure and impression man-
agement research extend this. Organisations under pressure do not merely disclose more,
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they disclose unevenly in ways that preserve favourable visibility and mute uncomfortable
material [8,10].

Legitimacy theory alone, however, leads us to treat all selectivity as suspect. Materi-
ality provides the counterweight. Serious reporting cannot assign equal depth to every
issue, and prioritisation without justification would be indiscriminate. In higher education,
materiality is not simple because universities are plural-mission institutions with heteroge-
neous stakeholders. Still, the core insight holds: the question is not whether focus exists but
whether its basis is publicly visible and, following the double-materiality logic formalised
in CSRD-linked frameworks, whether prioritisation reflects the institution’s significant
impacts rather than only its reputational salience. Stakeholder theory [39,40] adds that
universities owe accounts to multiple stakeholder groups whose informational needs and
legitimacy claims differ; selective emphasis that privileges externally legible stakeholders
while muting claims of less powerful ones is a recognisable accountability failure, even
when the surface presentation is sophisticated.

Institutional accountability provides the decisive normative lens. Following Gray
et al. [45], Messner [46] and Roberts [47], accountability is not exhausted by disclosure
volume or symbolic alignment. Messner [46] argues that accountability demands are
always bounded; no actor can give an exhaustive account of themselves. Meanwhile,
Roberts [47] distinguishes individualising accountability, which can degenerate into per-
formative self-presentation, from socialising accountability, which retains the reflective,
dialogical dimension of giving an account to others. For SDG disclosure, this means ac-
countability is not satisfied by greater disclosure volume alone; it is satisfied by disclosure
that renders responsibility intelligible, acknowledges its own boundedness, and sustains
dialogue with stakeholders rather than replacing it with curated self-description. A com-
plementary reading draws on agency theory and public accountability scholarship [46-48].
Accountability-eroding selectivity is problematic not only because it may support legit-
imacy management, but because it leaves key principals and public audiences with an
incomplete basis on which to evaluate institutional responsibility.

Whole-institution sustainability logic provides the benchmark for that defensibility. It
does not demand narrative symmetry; it demands that universities show how focal areas
connect to broader institutional responsibilities and to the interdependence of the SDGs
themselves [2]. The same surface feature, concentration on a subset of SDGs, may therefore
preserve accountability or corrode it, depending on how priorities, evidence, governance,
and absence are publicly articulated. Selectivity is, therefore, read as an accountability
issue shaped by the quality of public justification, not merely as a quantitative pattern
of emphasis.

Research Propositions and Analytical Model

This research uses a stratified-purposive corpus; the hypotheses are treated as corpus-
based analytical expectations rather than population-level causal claims. They are neverthe-
less tested more directly than in the previous version through descriptive class comparisons,
regression-based association tests, and bootstrapped mediation analysis.

The revised analytical model specifies a three-part pathway. SDG selectivity is the
independent variable (X), operationalised through three document classes: highly selective,
moderately selective, and broad or relatively balanced. Public justification quality is
the mediator (M), operationalised through a Public Justification Index derived from the
independently coded Strategic Alignment, Governance and Accountability, and Metrics
and Evidence dimensions. Accountability-oriented review readiness is the dependent
variable (Y), operationalised primarily through Review Readiness and tested again with
an adjusted accountability-quality outcome combining SDG Coverage and Balance with

https://doi.org/10.3390/sul18136621


https://doi.org/10.3390/su18136621

Sustainability 2026, 18, 6621

8 0f 30

Review Readiness. The model, therefore, tests whether selectivity is associated with the
accountability quality directly or indirectly through the quality of public reasoning attached
to selective emphasis [49] (Table 2).

Table 2. Research propositions and analytical model.

Proposition Statement Basis for Assessment
Moderately selective disclosure is Comp_anson of moderately
selective and
expected to perform as well as or better
: broad /balanced reports on
than broad or relatively balanced .
H1 . - . normalised SDG-DRRI
disclosure on accountability-oriented
. . . ) scores, SDG Coverage and
disclosure quality and review readiness,
. Balance, and
despite lower SDG coverage breadth. . .
Review Readiness.
Selectivity class is expected to be Mean differences,
associated with accountability-oriented ~ bootstrap confidence
disclosure quality, such that moderately intervals, effect sizes,
H2 selective documents will outperform genre-controlled
highly selective documents, while highly ~comparison, and
selective documents will exhibit the accountability-eroding
weakest review readiness. case evidence.
Public justification quality is expected to Regre.ssmn of Review .
g . . Readiness on the Public
be positively associated with e .
H3 o . Justification Index, with
accountability-oriented .
review readiness selectivity-class contrasts
' retained in the model.
Regression-based
Public justification quality is expected to bootshjapp.ed mediation
. . . analysis with
mediate the relationship between SDG
H4 .. . . 10,000 resamples;
selectivity and accountability-oriented .
. . robustness check using
review readiness. .
adjusted
accountability quality.

4. Methodology
4.1. Research Design

The research uses a structured qualitative-comparative document analysis built on a
scored corpus of university sustainability disclosures. The broader project from which the
corpus derives developed and applied the SDG Disclosure Review-Readiness Index (SDG-
DRRI) to assess whether university-linked sustainability documents function as plausible
building blocks for a Voluntary University Review (VUR)-style institutional account [7].
The present research asks the same research question stated in the Introduction: when
does selectivity in university SDG disclosure function as a legitimate form of strategic
focus, and when does it become accountability erosion? In the broader project, selectivity
was one component of disclosure review-readiness. Here, it is re-theorised as the central
accountability problem. The design is, therefore, secondary in the dataset but independent
in conceptual purpose.

The analysis concerns public disclosure architecture, not actual sustainability per-
formance. A strong report is not proof of strong sustainability performance, and a weak
report is not proof of poor performance. The evidence supports interpretive inference
about the structure and legibility of public account-giving, not causal claims about internal
motives. A reflexivity statement on researcher positionality is incorporated into Section 4.6,
consistent with established practice in interpretive document analysis [50].
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4.2. Sampling Frame and Document Selection

The empirical corpus comprised 107 university-linked documents. Sampling was
stratified-purposive rather than probabilistic, drawing on three overlapping frames to
capture diversity of institutional type, regional context, and disclosure maturity: the
Times Higher Education Impact Rankings (2022 and 2023 editions); the GRI Sustainability
Disclosure Database; and universities not represented in the first two frames but identified
through institutional website searches. Inclusion required that a document be publicly
accessible, attributable to a university or university-affiliated unit, and contain substantive
sustainability or SDG content rather than incidental mention only. Where a university
produced multiple qualifying documents, each was retained as a separate unit of analysis
because the corpus was designed to capture the disclosure ecology encountered by external
readers rather than to represent universities as institutions.

The corpus reflected genuine heterogeneity of reporting form and institutional context.
The average document length was 55.6 pages (median 38, range 4—492). The geographic
distribution was Europe 48.6% (n = 52), Asia—Pacific 19.6% (n = 21), North America 16.8%
(n =18), Latin America 7.5% (n = 8), Africa4.7% (n =5), and the Middle East 2.8% (n = 3). The
documents were published between 2019 and 2024, with 71.0% published in 2021 or later.
The distribution is not claimed to be globally representative; it reflects the relative density
of publicly available English-language university SDG disclosure during the sampling
window, and claims should be read within that scope. Table 3 provides a compact profile
of the corpus, while Appendix C expands the university list with country/territory and
regional identifiers.

Table 3. Corpus composition by region, publication period, and document type.

Corpus Feature Category n %
Region Europe 52 48.6
Region Asia—Pacific 21 19.6
Region North America 18 16.8
Region Latin America 8 7.5
Region Africa 5 4.7
Region Middle East 3 2.8
Publication period ~ 2019-2020 31 29.0
Publication period ~ 2021-2024 76 71.0
Document type Whole-institution sustainability /SDG report 54 50.5
Document type Strategic plan/institutional roadmap 15 14.0
Document type Thematic/single-issue report 24 22.4
Document type Ranking-facing/promotional document 14 13.1

The Appendix B has also been expanded to identify the university, country/territory,
region and number of reports analysed. The document remains the unit of analysis because
several universities produced more than one qualifying disclosure during the sampling
window. Where multiple documents were available, they were retained separately to
preserve the reporting ecology encountered by external readers.

4.3. Analytical Basis: The SDG-Drri

The SDG-DRRI assessed each document across five dimensions: Strategic Alignment,
Governance and Accountability, Metrics and Evidence, SDGs Coverage and Balance, and
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Review Readiness. Indicators were scored on a 0-2 scale, yielding a maximum raw score of
52 and a normalised score out of 100. The five dimensions capture more than sustainability
language. Strategic Alignment examines whether sustainability and the SDGs are integrated
into institutional strategy. Governance and Accountability considers whether responsibility
is visibly assigned. Metrics and Evidence address the density and quality of verifiable
support. SDGs Coverage and Balance evaluate breadth and distribution, and Review
Readiness examines whether the document functions as a coherent, gap-aware institutional
account rather than a loose collection of initiatives.

The instrument was developed through four stages: (a) an initial indicator pool derived
from established frameworks (GRI Universal and Topic Standards; STARS; THE Impact
Rankings; ISO 26000 [51]; VUR guidance adapted by SDSN [7]); (b) reduction and restruc-
turing through iterative mapping against accountability criteria derived from [2,44-46];
(c) content-validity review by a four-member expert panel (two higher education sustain-
ability practitioners and two academic researchers), whose comments produced targeted
revisions to indicator wording and scoring rubrics; and (d) pilot testing on 15 documents
not subsequently included in the analytical sample, which sharpened anchor descriptors
and refined the inter-coder protocol described in Section 4.4. The full dimensions and
indicators are in Appendix A; the codebook summary is in Appendix B.

The overall corpus mean was 70.9 (median 78.8), with 74 documents classified as high
readiness, 19 as moderate, and 14 as low in the broader scoring structure. For this research,
the key point is the SDG-DRRI that provides a disciplined scoring basis through which
different patterns of selectivity can be compared across accountability-relevant dimensions
rather than judged by breadth alone.

A potential circularity concern deserves explicit attention: the SDG-DRRI dimensions
could appear to partially operationalise the same distinction the research draws between
accountability-preserving and accountability-eroding selectivity. Two design features miti-
gate this. First, the selectivity classification used here (Section 4.4) draws only on coverage
breadth and the concentration of substantive emphasis; it does not incorporate Strategic
Alignment, Governance and Accountability, or Review Readiness scores, which remain
independent outcome variables. Second, the sensitivity analysis reported in Section 5.1
shows the directional pattern of the results that hold when Strategic Alignment, the di-
mension most conceptually proximate to “prioritisation rationale”, is excluded from the
composite score. The conceptual distinction is, therefore, operationalised through, rather
than smuggled into, the SDG-DRRI.

4.4. Selectivity Classification Logic and Inter-Coder Procedure

Documents were grouped into three selectivity classes, highly selective, moderately
selective, and broad or relatively balanced (Table 4), through a rule-guided reading of two
features: breadth of SDG coverage (the number of SDGs receiving substantive rather than
passing treatment) and concentration of top-goal emphasis (the degree to which narrative
depth, evidential support, and thematic space clustered around a narrow subset). The
thresholds were used as heuristic cut-offs rather than natural categories: highly selective
documents concentrated substantive treatment on roughly one to four SDGs, moderately
selective documents clustered around approximately five to eight SDGs while keeping the
wider agenda visible, and broad or relatively balanced documents extended substantive
treatment across nine or more SDGs with no single dominant cluster. The logic follows the
structure of the 17-goal SDG framework: one to four goals indicates a narrow cluster, five to
eight indicates selective depth across a meaningful minority of the agenda, and nine or more
indicates majority coverage. Classification rested on substantive discussion, evidential
support, and thematic space allocation rather than SDG naming alone, so icon-based
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mention was not treated as equivalent to reporting depth. Because any cut-off in interpretive
document analysis retains judgement, borderline cases were resolved through dual coding,
anchor questions, and conservative classification, and this limitation is acknowledged in

Section 6.

Table 4. Operational basis for selectivity classification.

Selectivity Class Coverage Pattern Concentration Pattern Typical Reporting Profile
Substantive treatment Strong clustering of Success-oriented or
. . . narrative depth and . s
Highly selective limited to a narrow set of thematic focus with little

SDGs (approx. 1-4)

evidence around a small
subset of goals

interpretation of omissions

Moderately selective

Clear priority areas
(approx. 5-8 SDGs), but
wider agenda

remains visible

Concentration around focal
goals without erasing
broader institutional
responsibilities

Focused but publicly
justified reporting with
acknowledgement of less
developed areas

Broad /relatively balanced

Substantive treatment
distributed across 9+ SDGs

No overwhelming
concentration on a
narrow cluster

More even SDG coverage,
though not necessarily
stronger prioritisation logic

To address the risks of single-coder interpretive work, classification and SDG-DRRI
scoring were conducted independently by two researchers, both of whom completed the
pilot phase described in Section 4.3 before independent coding began. The coders worked
from a shared codebook (Appendix B) specifying anchor descriptors for each indicator
and each selectivity class. Inter-coder agreement was computed after independent coding.
Cohen’s kappa was 0.81 for selectivity classification and 0.76 for indicator-level SDG-DRRI
scoring, both in the range conventionally described as substantial to near-perfect agree-
ment [52]. Disagreements were resolved through structured consensus discussion against
the anchor descriptors. Where residual disagreement persisted, the more conservative
classification was adopted (closer to broad coverage), so as not to inflate the moderate-
selectivity group around which the research’s central empirical claim turns. Borderline
documents were re-read by both coders against anchor questions: Does the document
explain its prioritisation? Does it acknowledge less developed areas? Is narrative depth
proportionate to evidential support?

Table 5 makes explicit the evaluative basis used throughout the analysis. It separates
the descriptive fact of selectivity from the accountability question of whether the focus is
publicly reasoned, evidentially supported, and bounded by acknowledgement of what
remains outside the focal frame.

Table 5. Indicators of public justification distinguishing accountability-preserving from accountability-
eroding selectivity.

Criterion

Accountability-Preserving Evidence Accountability-Eroding Evidence

Prioritisation rationale

Explains why focal SDGs were selected
and links them to mission, context,
materiality, or capability.

Lists or foregrounds focal SDGs without
explaining why these goals, and not
others, receive substantive attention.

Treatment of omissions

Leaves non-focal SDGs uninterpreted,
invisible, or reduced to icons and
isolated examples.

Acknowledges emerging, weakly
measured, or less developed SDG areas
and explains their status.
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Table 5. Cont.

Criterion

Accountability-Preserving Evidence Accountability-Eroding Evidence

Evidence and ownership

Links priority areas to indicators,
time-series evidence, responsible
committees, or named
governance processes.

Relies on success stories, promotional
claims, or broad commitments without
visible evidence or ownership.

Whole-institution linkage

Situates selective depth within a wider Allows a narrow thematic or
account of institutional ranking-facing profile to stand in place of
sustainability responsibility. a wider institutional account.

4.5. Comparative and Mediation Analytical Procedure:

The comparative procedure first compared the distribution of documents across se-
lectivity classes and then examined the mean normalised SDG-DRRI scores, standard
deviations, medians, interquartile ranges, pairwise effect sizes (Cohen’s d), and bootstrap
percentile confidence intervals with 10,000 resamples. Because the corpus is stratified-
purposive rather than probabilistic, the tests are interpreted as corpus-based statistical
evidence rather than as population-level causal inference [53].

All statistical analyses were conducted in Python 3.13.5 using pandas 2.2.3 for data
handling, scipy 1.17.0 for normality tests, statsmodels 0.14.6 for ordinary least squares
regression, and custom bootstrap routines based on 10,000 resamples for mediation effects
and confidence intervals.

The regression and mediation analysis used highly selective documents as the ref-
erence category and created two dummy contrasts: Moderately selective_i and Broad_i.
The main mediator was the Public Justification Index (PJI), calculated as the average of
Strategic Alignment, Governance and Accountability, and Metrics and Evidence after
rescaling each dimension to 0-100. Review Readiness (RR), also rescaled to 0-100, was
the primary dependent variable. Total SDG-DRRI was not used as the main dependent
variable in the mediation test because it shares components with the PJI and would raise a
circularity concern.

The following equations specify the tested models:

mediator model: PJI_i = alpha0O + al(Moderately selective_i) + a2(Broad_i) + e_i. (1)

total-effect model: RR_i = gamma0 + c1(Moderately selective_i) + c2(Broad_i) + e_i. (2)

direct-effect outcome model: RR_i = beta0 + c’1(Moderately selective_i) + ¢’2(Broad_i) + b(PJLi) + e_i. 3)

robustness outcome: Adjusted accountability quality_i = delta0 + c’1(Moderately selective_i) +

indirect effect for each selectivity contrast: a_k x b. 4)

¢’2(Broad_i) + b(PJI_i) + e_i.

Normality was assessed using the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests
for the main continuous variables and for model residuals. Because several variables
are bounded index scores and the corpus is purposively assembled, normality was not
assumed. The mediation analysis, therefore, relies on bootstrap confidence intervals, which
are appropriate for indirect effects and reduce dependence on normal-theory assumptions.

4.6. Reliability Safeguards and Methodological Limits

The research supports interpretive inference rather than causal proof. Selectivity is
interpreted through visible textual and structural evidence. The analysis asks what the

https://doi.org/10.3390/sul18136621


https://doi.org/10.3390/su18136621

Sustainability 2026, 18, 6621

13 of 30

document makes possible for an external reader to understand, not what the institution
may privately have intended. The dual-coder design and substantial inter-coder agreement
(Section 4.4) address a recurring weakness in interpretive sustainability reporting research.
The heterogeneity of the corpus is both a strength and a limitation. It captures the reporting
ecology universities use, but not every document is directly comparable as if it were
a single annual sustainability report. Care was taken to distinguish substantive SDGs
treatment from symbolic mention, visual branding, or icon-based mapping unsupported by
narrative or evidence. A more systematic treatment of the research limitations is provided
in Section 6.

Interpretive document analysis is shaped by the researcher positionality. Both coders
approached the corpus from a higher education sustainability governance perspective, with
prior engagement in SDGs implementation, voluntary reporting frameworks, and univer-
sity sustainability strategy. This background sharpens familiarity with institutional vocabu-
lary and typical rhetorical moves of sustainability reporting, but also carries interpretive
dispositions. Both coders are likely to be attentive to governance and accountability archi-
tecture and potentially less attentive to purely pedagogical or research-content dimensions.
To mitigate these dispositions, the SDG-DRRI was designed to separate account-giving
architecture from content-specific sustainability claims; codebook anchors were refined in
response to pilot-phase disagreements; and the consensus protocol described in Section 4.4
provided an explicit check against individual interpretive drift. No financial or institutional
conflicts of interest arise in relation to any of the universities whose documents appear in
the corpus.

5. Results and Discussion
5.1. The Empirical Pattern: Selectivity Classes and Comparative Performance

Selective reporting is the dominant pattern in this corpus: 55 of 107 documents (51.4%)
were classified as highly selective, 18 (16.8%) as moderately selective, and 34 (31.8%)
as broad or relatively balanced. Selectivity should, therefore, be treated as a structural
feature of the reporting ecology rather than as an occasional deviation. Within this corpus,
moderate selectivity was associated with a stronger accountability architecture, where
prioritisation remained visible, evidence-backed, and publicly bounded.

The strongest disclosure profile belonged to the moderately selective group, not the
broad group. On the overall normalised SDG-DRRI score, moderately selective documents
averaged 84.4 (SD = 6.2, 95% bootstrap CI [81.7, 87.1]), compared with 80.7 (SD = 8.4,
CI[77.9, 83.5]) for broad documents and 60.5 (SD = 11.8, CI [57 .4, 63.6]) for highly selective
documents. Pairwise effect sizes were large to very large: Cohen’s d = 2.43 between
moderately and highly selective documents, d = 1.82 between broad and highly selective,
and d = 0.52 between moderately selective and broad. Review Readiness confirmed the
same hierarchy: 7.7 out of 10 for moderately selective, 7.0 for broad, and 5.6 for highly
selective documents. This dimension matters most directly to the research’s argument
because it captures whether a document functions as a coherent, gap-aware institutional
review. The broad group performed best only on SDG Coverage and Balance (7.9 vs. 7.4
and 4.6), which is unsurprising. A more evenly distributed report should score better on
breadth. The crucial point is that broadness, by itself, does not secure the strongest overall
accountability architecture.

The sensitivity analysis suggests that this observed association is not an artefact of
conceptual overlap between selectivity and Strategic Alignment. When the composite
SDG-DRRI score is recomputed excluding Strategic Alignment, the class ordering is pre-
served: moderately selective 82.9, broad 80.1, and highly selective 62.1. The gap between
moderately and highly selective documents narrows modestly but remains large (d = 2.03).
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The ordering of Review Readiness is unaffected, since it is computed independently of
Strategic Alignment.

Table 6 scores are normalised SDG-DRRI scores out of 100. Percentile statistics are
reported to show distribution within each selectivity class and to avoid over-reading mean
differences, particularly given the smaller moderately selective group (n = 18). Mean class
differences on Review Readiness (moderately selective 7.7, broad 7.0, highly selective 5.6,
out of 10) and SDG Coverage and Balance (7.4, 7.9, 4.6) are reported in the text. Pairwise
Cohen’s d on the composite score was moderately vs. highly selective = 2.43 (very large);
broad vs. highly selective = 1.82 (large); moderately vs. broad = 0.52 (medium).

Table 6. Distribution of SDG-DRRI scores by selectivity class: mean, median, interquartile spread,
and range (n = 107).

Selectivity Class n Mean/100 Median P25 P75 Min Max
Moderately selective 18 84.4 84.7 82.1 87.7 73.8 95.2
Broad /relatively balanced 34 80.7 794 76.7 85.9 63.9 94.2
Highly selective 55 60.5 60.8 52.6 68.8 37.6 85.0

Figure 1 displays the distributional pattern: the moderately selective group leads in
terms of central tendency, while the highly selective group shows both the lowest mean and
the widest spread toward low scores. The interquartile range of the moderately selective
group remains comparatively high relative to the highly selective group, indicating the
observed pattern that is a directional tendency within the corpus rather than an artefact of
isolated outliers.
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Figure 1. Box plots of SDG-DRRI scores by selectivity class.

The research does not claim universal superiority for moderate selectivity. The nar-
rower claim is that, within this corpus, moderate selectivity was associated with a stronger
accountability architecture when it was accompanied by explicit justification, evidence, gov-
ernance ownership, and acknowledgement of limits. Highly selective reporting remained
consistently weaker on accountability-relevant dimensions, especially when narrow focus
was not publicly explained.
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5.2. Disentangling Selectivity from Document Genre

A central interpretive concern is whether the observed differences reflect reporting
strategy or simply document genre. A climate action plan is expected to be narrower than a
whole-institution report, classifying both through the same selectivity lens risks misreading
scope-limited documents as accountability failures. The documents were, therefore, cross-
tabulated against four genre categories: whole-institution sustainability or SDG reports,
strategic and institutional plans, thematic or single-issue reports (climate plans, biodiversity
strategies, partnership reports), and ranking-facing or promotional documents (Table 7).

Table 7. Distribution of document genres across selectivity classes.

Document Genre nghly Model.'ately Broad/Balanced Total
Selective Selective

Whole-institution

sustainability /SDG report 1 15 28 54

Strategic plan/

institutional roadmap ? 2 4 15

Thematic /single- » 1 1 24

1ssue report

Rankmg—facmg / 13 0 1 14

promotional document

Total 55 18 34 107

Two observations matter. First, thematic and ranking-facing documents are concen-
trated in the highly selective class: of 55 highly selective documents, 35 (63.6%) are either
thematic or ranking-facing, and only 11 (20.0%) are whole-institution reports. Second,
a sub-analysis restricted to whole-institution sustainability or SDG reports (n = 54) pre-
serves the central pattern: moderately selective 85.1 (n = 15), broad 81.2 (n = 28), and
highly selective 65.3 (1 = 11), with d = 2.47 between moderately and highly selective. The
accountability-eroding pattern is most clearly visible in highly selective whole-institution
reports, documents that present themselves as institutional accounts yet concentrate sub-
stantive treatment on a handful of goals. Thematic and ranking-facing documents remain
genre-bounded objects whose selectivity is by design; they become an accountability con-
cern only when allowed to stand publicly in place of a wider institutional account.

5.3. Anonymised Case Vignettes: Three Forms of Selectivity

Three anonymised case vignettes illustrate how the conceptual distinction manifests
in practice. Institutional and country identifiers are withheld, and short illustrative phrases
are lightly anonymised or paraphrased to preserve confidentiality while retaining the
disclosure logic observed in the original documents. All descriptive features are drawn
from the documents as they appear publicly. The cases are compact examples of how
similar levels of selectivity can carry different accountability implications depending on
whether the prioritisation is publicly justified and bounded.

5.3.1. Case A: Accountability-Preserving Selectivity

Document A is a 46-page whole-institution SDGs report from a European research-
intensive university. It treats six SDGs in substantive depth (SDGs 3, 4, 9, 11, 13, 17)
while grouping the remaining goals into an explicitly declared “emerging areas” section
that acknowledges uneven indicator development and commits to a pathway for future
reporting. The report opens with a two-page prioritisation statement linking the six focal
goals to regional role, research strengths, and operational footprint. Governance ownership
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is assigned to named committees for each focal goal, and each claim is supported by
quantitative indicators with year-on-year comparison. Document A scored 91 on the SDG-
DRRI and 9.0 on Review Readiness. Its strength is not comprehensiveness but the legibility
of its reasoning; focus functions here as strategic discipline.

5.3.2. Case B: Accountability-Eroding Selectivity

Document B is a 14-page ranking-facing SDGs profile from a large multi-campus uni-
versity, aligned to the goals most prominent in its ranking submission. It treats three SDGs
in substantive depth (SDGs 4, 13, 17) through case studies and success-framed narratives,
while the remaining 14 SDGs appear only as icons with one-sentence activity descriptions
not tied to governance, evidence, or review processes. No prioritisation rationale is offered;
no limitations are acknowledged; no omissions are interpreted. Document B scored 52 on
the SDG-DRRI and 4.1 on Review Readiness. Its selectivity is not a scope-bounded thematic
choice because the document presents itself as the university’s SDGs account: focus does
not discipline the disclosure but narrows what the institution agrees to be answerable for.

5.3.3. Case C: Broad but Loosely Reasoned (Accountability Flat)

Document C is an 88-page annual sustainability update from a comprehensive public
university that addresses 14 of the 17 SDGs with at least some substantive treatment. Each
SDG receives a sub-section of similar length and tone, with modest evidential support and
governance described only at an institutional-level abstraction. The relationships between
goals are not interpreted, and the report does not differentiate areas of strength from areas
of early-stage development. Bounded-scope formulations appear elsewhere in the same
institution’s reporting ecosystem but not in the main SDG document. Document C scored
78 on the SDG-DRRI and 7.4 on Review Readiness. It substantially outperforms Document
B but illustrates why breadth is not a sufficient proxy for accountability. The reader can see
what the university is doing but cannot easily see which obligations are treated as the most
significant. Broad reporting of this kind is not accountability-eroding in the way Document
B is; it is accountability-flat, leaving institutional judgement less legible than it could be.

Read together, the three cases show why the accountability question turns on justifica-
tion rather than breadth. Appendix A is narrower than Appendix C on SDG Coverage and
Balance but stronger on accountability architecture; Appendix B is narrower still and lacks
the explanatory apparatus that would make its narrowing defensible.

5.4. Why Moderate Selectivity Can Preserve Accountability

Moderate selectivity may strengthen accountability for three reasons. The first is co-
herence. Attempts to give every SDG-similar narrative depth can produce long but weakly
prioritised reports in which everything matters, and institutional judgement disappears
behind surface comprehensiveness. Moderate selectivity concentrates disclosure enough
to produce coherence without erasing the wider institutional landscape. Accountability is
not only about coverage; it is about intelligibility. Readers need to see what the institution
treats as primary, why, and how the chosen priorities relate to the wider field. Case A
exemplifies this coherence effect.

The second reason is evidential density. Accountability is served not by naming
goals but by supporting claims, assigning responsibility, and linking priorities to evidence.
Moderate selectivity can enable a report to concentrate depth where the institution can
show what it is doing, who is responsible, what data exist, how progress is assessed, and
where limits remain. A report that names fifteen or seventeen SDGs but supports them
unevenly creates a broader rhetorical field while weakening accountability, whereas a
moderately selective report can preserve strategic discipline by concentrating the evidence
where explanatory substance exists.
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The third reason is strategic candour. A university that openly prioritises some goals
can remain accountable if it explains to the reader why those goals are central and how
less developed areas are situated. The explanation may relate to mission, regional role,
evidence maturity, capability, regulatory context, or staged implementation; what matters
is that it is public. In stronger moderately selective documents, prioritisation was typically
accompanied by an explicit rationale together with acknowledgement that other SDG areas
were still emerging or not yet reported at the same depth. Concentration did not erase the
wider agenda; it organised it.

5.5. Why Highly Selective Reporting Tends to Erode Accountability

The weakness of the highly selective group does not appear only on breadth-sensitive
indicators. It appears in the architecture of the account itself. Three patterns are visible for
the descriptive features of the documents, not inferences about institutional motivation.

The first is thematic asymmetry consistent with reputational filtering. Reports are
weighted toward SDGs that are easy to communicate positively, such as education, partner-
ships, campus well-being, biodiversity, climate, and externally celebrated projects. Their
prominence is not itself evidence of evasion. The problem begins when prominence is not
accompanied by an interpretation of why other responsibilities receive less attention. A
university can legitimately foreground its strengths. It cannot legitimately present those
strengths as if they were the whole of its sustainability account unless it also interprets what
lies outside them. This pattern is consistent with the impression management dynamics
documented by [9,10].

The second is displaced materiality. Highly selective reports may present prominent
goals as if they were self-evidently the most material. In some cases, this may be so.
However, when no prioritisation logic is provided, the distinction between institutional
materiality and communication convenience becomes impossible to assess from the outside.
What looks like a focused strategy may in fact reflect visibility management shaped by the
attractiveness or benchmarking ability of certain themes. The double-materiality framing is
practically useful here. The absence of any explicit materiality reasoning is itself a disclosure
choice with accountability consequences.

The third is fragmentation that functions as a focus. Some highly selective documents
are narrow because they are thematic roadmaps, unit-specific reports, or limited-scope pub-
lications rather than whole-institution accounts. This is not inherently illegitimate; a climate
plan is appropriately narrow in scope. The problem arises when such documents stand
publicly for the institution’s wider sustainability account without an accompanying synthe-
sis. The genre-controlled analysis in Section 5.2 shows the accountability-eroding pattern
that is most pronounced in highly selective whole-institution reports and in ranking-facing
documents, whose public framing implies wider coverage than the disclosure delivers. The
low Review Readiness score of the highly selective group (5.6) confirms that the issue is not
only limited coverage but also reduced capacity to function as an institutional review. Once
selectivity becomes excessively narrow and insufficiently justified, the document cannot
sustain the accountability work that the institution may appear to be asking of it.

5.6. Building the Conceptual Distinction

Accountability-preserving selectivity occurs when a university focuses on a subset
of SDGs but makes the logic of that focus visible. The report explains why goals are
prioritised, links them to mission and context, identifies governance ownership, supports
claims with evidence, and acknowledges less developed areas. Such reports do not pretend
that all SDGs receive equal depth. They show how unequal depth fits within a defensible
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institutional account. Selectivity functions as a strategic focus rather than an unexplained
narrowing (Case A).

Accountability-eroding selectivity occurs when a university also focuses on a subset,
but without sufficient explanation. The report foregrounds visible strengths, attractive
themes, or benchmark-friendly categories while leaving omitted areas uninterpreted. Pri-
orities are asserted rather than justified, and the report functions more as curated com-
munication than as public accountability. Selectivity is no longer a disciplined narrowing
of attention but a public narrowing of responsibility without accompanying explanation
(Case B).

Figure 2 plots all 107 documents against two analytically separate dimensions, namely
degree of selectivity and degree of public justification, as a corpus-level visualisation
of the interpretive space the research develops. Narrowness alone does not determine
accountability outcome. Documents with similar levels of selectivity diverge sharply
according to whether the prioritisation is publicly reasoned, bounded, and evidentially
supported. The figure strengthens the research’s central claim. The accountability outcome
is not reducible to breadth. Selectivity becomes an accountability problem, not as a matter
of narrowing per se, but when narrowing ceases to be publicly interpreted. This distinction
is more useful than the older contrast between selective and broad reporting because
it recognises that accountability depends on legibility, not on crude symmetry, and it
avoids the opposite mistake of treating all selective emphasis as strategically mature. The
same surface feature, selective emphasis, can accompany two very different accountability
outcomes, depending on whether the reporting architecture around it supplies reasoning
and acknowledges absence. Materiality can justify selectivity; legitimacy can distort it. The
public difference lies in the structure of the account.

Each point in Figure 2 represents one document. The horizontal axis operationalises
the degree of selectivity using the three-class coding described in Section 4.4, with lower
values indicating broad or relatively balanced coverage and higher values indicating a
highly selective concentration. The vertical axis operationalises public justification using the
criteria in Table 5: prioritisation rationale, treatment of omissions, evidence and ownership,
and whole-institution linkage. The dotted lines indicate interpretive thresholds separating
weaker from stronger public justification and broader from narrower disclosure concentra-
tion. The quadrant labels are interpretive aids rather than formal classificatory rules.

5.7. Assessment of Research Hypotheses and Mediation Model:

The revised tests address the reviewer’s concern that Figure 2 alone was not sufficient
to validate the analytical model. The section now reports the model equations, model-fit
statistics, regression coefficients, normality tests, and mediation effects. Highly selective
documents are the reference category in all regression models.

The scientific basis for the statement that breadth alone is insufficient comes from a
cross-dimensional comparison rather than from a rhetorical interpretation. The broad or
relatively balanced group scored highest only on the SDG Coverage and Balance (7.9/10),
which is the dimension most directly linked to breadth. However, the moderately selective
group scored higher on the overall SDG-DRRI (84.4 versus 80.7) and on Review Readiness
(7.7/10 versus 7.0/10). If breadth were an adequate proxy for accountability-oriented
disclosure quality, the broad or relatively balanced group should have been the strongest
on the overall accountability-quality and review-readiness outcomes. It was not. The
conclusion is, therefore, limited and empirical: breadth matters for coverage, but it is not
sufficient on its own to explain accountability-oriented disclosure quality.
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Figure 2. Corpus distribution of university disclosure documents by degree of selectivity and degree
of public justification. Note: Blue circles represent broad /relatively balanced documents (1 = 34),
green squares represent moderately selective documents (n = 18), and red triangles represent highly
selective documents (1 = 55). The x-axis captures disclosure concentration from broad /balanced to
highly selective; the y-axis captures weak/absent to explicit/evidence-supported public justification.

Tables 8-10 summarize the regression models used to evaluate the study hypothe-
ses and mediation effects. These tables provide the model specifications, goodness-of-
fit statistics, and regression estimates for the total-effect, mediator, direct-effect, and

robustness analyses.

Table 8. Regression model equations used for hypothesis testing and mediation analysis.

Model

Equation

Purpose

M1: Total-effect model

RR_i = gamma0 + c1(Moderately
selective_i) + c2(Broad_i) + e_i

Tests the total association between
selectivity class and review readiness.

M2: Mediator model

PJI_i = alphaO + al(Moderately
selective_i) + a2(Broad_i) + e_i

Tests whether selectivity class is
associated with public justification quality.

M3: Direct-effect
outcome model

RR_i = beta0 + c’1(Moderately
selective_i) + ¢’2(Broad_i) + b(PJI_i) + e_i

Tests the direct effects of selectivity after
adding the mediator.

M4: Robustness model

Adjusted quality_i = delta0 + ¢’1(Moderately
selective_i) + ¢’2(Broad_i) + b(PJI_i) + e_i

Checks whether the mediation pattern
remains when the outcome excludes
PJI components.

Indirect effect

akxb

Estimates the mediated effect for each
selectivity contrast.
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Table 9. Model fit statistics for regression models.
Model Dependent Variable R2 Adjusted R2 F Statistic p Value
M1 Total effect Review Readiness 0.127 0.110 F(2104) = 7.55 0.0009
M2 Mediator Public Justification Index 0.193 0.178 F(2104) =12.45 <0.001
E’fﬁgfgt'eﬁe“ Review Readiness 0.735 0.727 F(3103)=9524  <0.001
M4 Robustness ~ Adjusted accountability quality  0.870 0.866 F(3103) =229.14  <0.001
Table 10. Regression coefficients for total, mediator, direct-effect, and robustness models.
Model Predictor B SE Std. Beta t p 95% CI
M1 Total effect Intercept 56.18 3.05 - 18.41 <0.001 [50.13, 62.23]
M1 Total effect Moderately selective 21.04 6.15 0.330 3.42 0.0009 [8.85, 33.23]
M1 Total effect Broad/balanced 13.82 494 0.270 2.80 0.0061 [4.03,23.61]
M2 Mediator Intercept 65.93 2.83 - 23.26 <0.001 [60.31, 71.55]
M2 Mediator Moderately selective 22.53 5.71 0.365 3.95 0.0001 [11.21, 33.85]
M2 Mediator Broad /balanced 18.87 4.59 0.381 4.12 0.0001 [9.78,27.97]
M3 Direct outcome Intercept —3.06 4.21 - —0.73 0.4682 [—11.41, 5.28]
M3 Direct outcome Moderately selective 0.80 3.65 0.013 0.22 0.8275 [—6.44, 8.03]
M3 Direct outcome Broad/balanced -3.14 2.95 —0.061 —-1.07 0.2887 [—8.99, 2.70]
M3 Direct outcome PJI 0.90 0.06 0.868 15.38 <0.001 [0.78,1.01]
M4 Robustness Moderately selective 7.02 244 0.115 2.87 0.0050 [2.17,11.87]
M4 Robustness Broad/balanced 6.61 1.98 0.135 3.34 0.0012 [2.69,10.52]
M4 Robustness PJI 0.85 0.04 0.858 21.67 <0.001 [0.77,0.93]

The normality tests show that several raw index variables were not normally dis-

tributed, which is expected for bounded scoring variables. The main outcome model

residuals were normally distributed according to both tests, but because not all assump-

tions were uniformly satisfied, the mediation analysis was interpreted using bootstrap

confidence intervals rather than relying only on normal-theory inference (Table 11).

Table 11. Normality tests for main variables and model residuals.

. . Shapiro- Kolmogorov- .
Variable or Residual Wilk W Smirnov D p Interpretation
SDG-DRRI total score  0.829 <0.001 0.202 0.0003 Non-normal raw index score
Pub.l ©o 0.807 <0.001 0.209 0.0001 Non-normal raw index score
Justification Index
Review Readiness 0.927 <0.001 0.158 0.0086 Non-normal bounded outcome
Adjusted - . 0.874 <0.001 0.204 0.0002 Non-normal bounded outcome
accountability quality
M1 residuals 0.963 0.0043 0.098 0.2381 Mixed normality evidence
M2 residuals 0.931 <0.001  0.139 00205  Residual normality not

fully supported

M3 residuals 0.985 0.2596 0.053 0.9112 Residual normality supported
M4 residuals 0.970 0.0157 0.088 0.3578 Mixed normality evidence
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Table 12 reports the direct, indirect, total, and robustness effects estimated in the
mediation analysis, providing evidence on the magnitude and significance of the proposed
mediation pathways.

Table 12. Direct, indirect, total and robustness effects in the mediation analysis.

Path/Effect

Estimate Bootstrap SE  torp 95% CI Interpretation

a path: Moderate

Moderate reports show
higher public justification

S PI 22.53 4.29 p <0.001 [14.42,31.12] than highly

selective reports.

Broad /balanced reports
a path: Broad — PJI  18.87 413 p < 0.001 [10.88, 27.12] show higher public

justification than highly
selective reports.

b path: PJI — RR

Higher public justification
0.90 0.05 p < 0.001 [0.79, 1.00] predicts stronger
review readiness.

Total effect:
Moderate — RR

Moderate reports have
21.04 5.34 p =0.0002 [10.21, 31.39] higher review readiness
before adding PJI.

Total effect: Broad

Broad /balanced reports
have higher review

. RR 13.82 4.63 p = 0.0020 [4.68, 23.03] readiness before
adding PJI.

Direct effect: Direct effect becomes

Moderate — RR | PJI 0.80 3.69 p=0.822 [—6.51, 8.04] non?51gruflcant after
adding PJI.

. Direct effect becomes
Direct effect: Broad = _ 5, 3.04 p=0307  [-9.02,291] non-significant after
5 RRIPJT )

adding PJI.
Nedinten suporied
Moderate — PJI 20.24 3.97 p < 0.001 [12.65, 28.33] o070
. RR effect is carried
through PJL.
. i Mediation supported;
Indirect effect: 16.96 3.80 p <0.001 [9.70, 24.63] indirect effect dominates

Broad — PJI — RR

the relationship.

Robustness: Indirect effect remains
Moderate — PJI — 19.12 3.71 p <0.001 [12.04, 26.62] significant with
adjusted quality adjusted outcome.
Robustness: Broad Indirect effect remains
— PJI — 16.02 3.58 p <0.001 [9.14, 23.19] significant with
adjusted quality adjusted outcome.

H1 is, therefore, supported in a limited statistical sense. Moderate selectivity was
associated with a higher overall SDG-DRRI and Review Readiness than broad /balanced
reporting, even though the broad /balanced group performed best on the breadth-specific
SDG Coverage and Balance dimension. This pattern is the empirical basis for concluding
that breadth alone is not a sufficient proxy for accountability-oriented disclosure quality.

H2 is supported by the total-effect model and the class comparisons. Moderately selec-
tive documents had a 21.04-point higher Review Readiness score than highly selective doc-
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uments (p = 0.0009), while broad /balanced documents had a 13.82-point higher score than
highly selective documents (p = 0.0061). These results align with the qualitative interpreta-
tion that highly selective documents become weakest when a narrow focus is not accompa-
nied by a prioritisation rationale, treatment of omissions, and whole-institution linkage.

H3 is supported by the outcome model. The PJI coefficient was positive and large
(B=0.90, t =15.38, p < 0.001), indicating that a one-point increase in public justification
quality was associated with a 0.90-point increase in Review Readiness on the 0-100 scale
after retaining selectivity-class contrasts.

H4 is supported by the mediation model. The total effects of moderately selective and
broad /balanced reporting on Review Readiness became statistically indistinguishable from
zero after PJI was included, while both indirect effects remained positive and significant.
This shows that selectivity class relates to review readiness primarily through the quality
of public justification rather than through breadth or selectivity alone.

Taken together, the revised statistical evidence strengthens rather than replaces the
qualitative interpretation. Figure 2 remains useful as a visual representation of the model,
but H4 is now assessed through regression models, normality tests, direct and indi-
rect effects, and bootstrap confidence intervals. The findings should still be read cau-
tiously because the corpus is purposive and document-level; the analysis supports an
indirect association in the public disclosure architecture rather than causal claims about
institutional behaviour.

These findings refine earlier studies on university sustainability reporting and
SDG disclosure. Prior research has shown that universities increasingly report on sus-
tainability while remaining uneven in framework use, evidence quality and strategic
integration [11,12,14,20,23]. The present research concurs with that diagnosis but adds
that unevenness should not be judged only by SDG count. It also extends impression-
management and SDG-washing research [3,8-10,37] by showing that the key accountability
issue is not selective emphasis alone but selective emphasis without public reasoning.
Finally, it complements work on THE Impact Rankings and ranking-facing SDG implemen-
tation [4,29-33] by showing how external legibility may interact with internal prioritisation
in shaping the public disclosure profile.

The research extends the literature in three ways. First, for selective disclosure
and impression management research and for university sustainability reporting schol-
arship [8,14,23], it refines the dominant binary reading. In the university SDGs context,
selectivity is not uniformly pathological; it becomes pathological when it is opaque. The
distinction between accountability-preserving and accountability-eroding selectivity sharp-
ens the terms on which selective disclosure should be judged by adding a normative
and interpretive criterion, public justification of focus and absence, rather than remaining
content with the descriptive observation that reports are uneven.

Second, the findings extend institutional accountability and stakeholder-oriented
debates. Accountability in university sustainability reporting cannot be read off from dis-
closure volume, SDGs count, or thematic spread alone; it depends on whether prioritisation
is made legible and whether omissions are interpreted. For Messner [46] and Roberts [47],
account-giving is bounded and dialogical: unexplained absence is part of the accountability
problem because it withholds precisely the reflective material that allows stakeholders to
interrogate institutional choices. Stakeholder-theoretic readings [39,40] reinforce the point:
selective emphasis that privileges highly legible stakeholder audiences without justifying
the relative weighting of less powerful stakeholder claims is a recognisable accountability
failure. The claim is strongest within the corpus examined; whether it extends to other
sectors or later reporting cycles is an empirical question for future research.
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Third, the analysis offers a more practicable interpretation of whole-institution sustain-
ability language. Whole-institution accountability does not require equal narrative weight
for every SDG; it requires that selective depth be situated within an explicitly wider account
of institutional responsibility. Selective reporting and whole-institution accountability are,
therefore, compatible when the report makes their relationship explicit. The emerging
Voluntary University Review architecture [7] provides an institutional vehicle for such
articulation without demanding artificial symmetry across the SDGs.

Universities do not need to eliminate selectivity; they need to discipline it. Five edito-
rial and governance requirements follow directly from the conceptual distinction. Reports
should state explicit prioritisation logic, why certain SDGs are prioritised (mission, regional
role, impact profile, data maturity, institutional capability, strategic stage, or stakeholder
salience), and should make clear which materiality logic (impact, financial, or double
materiality) underpins that reasoning. As Case A demonstrates, a two-page prioritisa-
tion statement can transform a selective report from curatorial artefact into defensible
institutional account.

Reports should acknowledge less developed and less visible SDGs. Full parity of
treatment is not required; interpretive honesty is. Readers should be able to see which areas
are emerging, weakly measured, or outside current evidence maturity. A brief note on un-
derdeveloped areas, data limitations, or staged implementation can significantly strengthen
accountability, and its omission is rarely a technical inevitability but an editorial choice.
Reports should also link focus to evidence and ownership. If a report foregrounds climate,
partnerships, or educational inclusion, it should show who governs those areas, what
evidence supports the claims, and how progress and limitations are reviewed. Strategic
emphasis without responsibility and evidence quickly becomes visibility management.

Reports should connect focused reporting to whole-institution responsibility, stating,
in effect, that these are the areas this report treats most deeply, and this is how they relate
to wider sustainability obligations. This prevents selective depth from being mistaken
for selective erasure. Finally, institutions should resist allowing thematic documents to
substitute silently for institutional accounts. A climate roadmap, partnership report, or
operations update may be valuable, but it should not stand alone as if it represented
the whole sustainability profile unless the document explicitly states its scope and is
accompanied by a broader synthesis. Accountability does not require exhaustive sameness;
it requires disclosed reasoning.

6. Conclusions

This research examined when selectivity in university SDG disclosure functions as a
legitimate strategic focus and when it becomes institutional accountability erosion. The
answer is narrower than either a defence of focus or a defence of breadth. Selectivity
is legitimate when the report publicly justifies its prioritisation, links focus to mission,
capability, context, and evidence, assigns ownership, and acknowledges less developed
areas. It erodes accountability when visibility substitutes for public account-giving. The
decisive difference is not selective versus broad disclosure but justified prioritisation versus
opaque omission. Within the corpus, the moderately selective group (n = 18) outperformed
both broad (n = 34) and highly selective (1 = 55) groups on the overall SDG-DRRI and on
Review Readiness, with a very large effect size between moderately and highly selective
documents (d = 2.43). The sensitivity analysis excluding Strategic Alignment and the
genre-controlled sub-analysis restricted to whole-institution reports both preserved the
central pattern. The mediation analysis sharpened this conclusion by showing that public
justification carries the relationship between selectivity class and accountability-oriented
review readiness within the corpus.
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This research provides the evaluative language needed for that judgement. By distin-
guishing accountability-preserving from accountability-eroding selectivity, it reinterprets
selectivity as a reporting pattern whose normative status depends on the quality of public
justification. This distinction sharpens selective disclosure and impression management
research, university sustainability reporting scholarship, institutional accountability de-
bates, stakeholder-theoretic readings, and whole-institution sustainability discussions. The
research does not oppose selectivity. Universities are plural-mission institutions with
uneven capacities, differentiated contexts, and staged implementation pathways, and seri-
ous reporting will almost always involve prioritisation. The problem begins only when
prioritisation is hidden behind celebratory visibility or left without explanatory boundaries.

One of the valuable practical implications of this research is that universities do not
need to report on all SDGs with equal depth. They do need to explain why they report
unevenly, acknowledge underdeveloped areas, link focus to evidence and governance,
make the underlying materiality logic explicit, and articulate the relationship between
thematic emphasis and wider institutional responsibility. These are achievable editorial
and governance improvements that do not require perfect data systems before they begin;
they require stronger public reasoning.

Future studies should test the selectivity—public justification-review readiness path-
way in larger and probabilistic samples, including non-English and non-ranked universities.
Longitudinal designs could examine whether repeated reporting cycles, external assurance,
CSRD/ESRS-style double-materiality expectations or VUR adoption move institutions
from accountability-eroding toward accountability-preserving selectivity. Mixed-method
work could pair document scoring with interviews of sustainability officers, ranking teams
and governance committees to examine how prioritisation decisions are made internally.
Further studies could also compare alternative operationalisations of selectivity, including
continuous concentration indices, and test whether the same mediation pattern appears
outside higher education.

Five limitations bound the research’s claims. First, the sampling is purposive rather
than probabilistic, and the corpus is weighted toward English-language disclosure from
universities listed in THE Impact Rankings or the GRI Sustainability Disclosure Database.
Extension to non-English, non-ranked, or privately governed systems requires separate em-
pirical work. Second, despite the dual-coder design and substantial inter-coder agreement,
interpretive residue remains; classification of borderline cases required judgment, even
when guided by anchors. Third, the cut-off values used to distinguish highly selective,
moderately selective and broad /balanced documents are heuristic thresholds based on the
17-goal SDG architecture rather than universal natural categories; future research could
test alternative thresholds or use continuous measures of disclosure concentration. Fourth,
the analysis examines public disclosure architecture rather than internal sustainability
performance or institutional intention. Fifth, the observed association between moderate
selectivity and stronger review readiness should not be interpreted causally or generalised
globally without further research.
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Appendix A SDG-DRRI Dimensions and Indicator Structure

The SDG Disclosure Review-Readiness Index consists of 26 indicators organised
across five dimensions. Each indicator is scored on a 0-2 scale: 0 indicates the feature is
absent or addressed only symbolically; 1 indicates partial or uneven treatment; 2 indicates
substantive, evidence-supported treatment. The maximum raw score is 52, normalised to
a score out of 100. Full anchor descriptors and scoring examples are held in the project
codebook (see Appendix B).

Table Al. SDG-DRRI dimensions and indicator structure.

Dimension Indicators (n)  Illustrative Indicator Themes
C AT Integration of SDGs into institutional strategy; prioritisation rationale;
Strategic Alignment 5 .2 . . . . . .
mission-SDG linkage; materiality logic; stakeholder-salience articulation.
Named governance structures for sustainability; assignment of
Governance and e . o . . .
. 5 SDG-specific ownership; leadership sign-off; internal review mechanisms;
Accountability . .
stakeholder involvement in governance.
Quantitative indicators per focal SDG; year-on-year comparison; data
Metrics and Evidence 6 sourcing and boundaries; methodological transparency; external assurance;
acknowledgement of evidential limits.
Breadth of SDGs receiving substantive treatment; balance across social,
SDG Coverage . o . . ..
and Balance 5 environmental, and economic dimensions; treatment of interdependencies;
handling of trade-offs; visibility of less developed SDGs.
Coherence as institutional account; explicit acknowledgement of gaps;
Review Readiness 5 forward commitments; responsiveness to prior-cycle disclosures; alignment

with VUR-compatible reporting architecture.

Appendix B Inter-Coder Codebook Summary

The codebook used by both coders specifies, for each of the 26 indicators, (a) the
construct the indicator captures; (b) anchor descriptors for scores 0, 1, and 2; (c) illustrative
positive and negative examples drawn from the pilot phase; and (d) decision rules for
borderline cases. For selectivity classification, the codebook specifies orienting the breadth
thresholds (1-4 SDGs, 5-8 SDGs, and 9+ SDGs), concentration indicators (proportion of
narrative depth and evidential support clustered in the top three SDGs), and the anchor
questions used for borderline re-assignment: Does the document explain its prioritisation?
Does it acknowledge less developed areas? Is narrative depth proportionate to evidential
support? Inter-coder agreement was computed after independent coding of the full an-
alytical sample; disagreements were resolved through consensus discussion against the
anchor descriptors. Conservative reassignment rules applied where residual disagreement
persisted, with borderline cases assigned to the class closer to broad coverage so as not to
inflate the moderate-selectivity group.

Appendix C Research Sample: University, Country/Territory and Region

Table A2 expands the sample list to include country/territory and region. Report-level
metadata, including document title, document year, document type, source frame and
URL/document identifier, are retained in the project codebook.
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Table A2. Research sample: university, country/territory, region, and reports analysed.
No. University Name Country/Territory Region Reports Analysed
1 Western Sydney University Australia Asia-Pacific 1
2 University of Manchester United Kingdom Europe 2
3 Kyungpook National University (KNU) South Korea Asia—Pacific 1
4 Griffith University Australia Asia-Pacific 1
5 University of Tasmania Australia Asia-Pacific 2
6 Arizona State University (Tempe) United States North America 2
7 Queen’s University Canada North America 1
8 University of Alberta Canada North America 1
9 Aalborg University Denmark Europe 2
10 Universitas Airlangga Indonesia Asia-Pacific 1
11 UNSW Sydney Australia Asia-Pacific 1
12 University of Glasgow United Kingdom Europe 1
13 Pusan National University South Korea Asia—Pacific 2
14 McMaster University Canada North America 1
15 National Taiwan University (NTU) Taiwan Asia—Pacific 1
16 Universiti Sains Malaysia Malaysia Asia—Pacific 2
17 University of Victoria Canada North America 1
18 Western University Canada North America 1
19 Kyung Hee University South Korea Asia—Pacific 1
20 3113 TH'e(():rllliclflggg University of Science Hong Kong SAR Asia—Pacific 1
21 Flinders University Australia Asia—Pacific 1
22 Yonsei University (Seoul campus) South Korea Asia—Pacific 1
23 Institut Agro France Europe 1
24 University of Johannesburg South Africa Africa 2
25 Central Queensland University Australia Asia—Pacific 1
26 Ningiahd University of Petroleum Saudi Arabia Middle East 1
27 University of Malaya Malaysia Asia-Pacific 2
28 University of Auckland New Zealand Asia—Pacific 3
29 University of Exeter United Kingdom Europe 1
30 University of Indonesia Indonesia Asia-Pacific 1
31 National Cheng Kung University (NCKU) Taiwan Asia—Pacific 2
32 University of Wollongong Australia Asia-Pacific 1
33 University of Technology Sydney Australia Asia—Pacific 1
34 Durham University United Kingdom Europe 1
35 Simon Fraser University Canada North America 1
36 Swansea University United Kingdom Europe 1
37 Abdullah Giil University Tiirkiye Europe 1
38 York University Canada North America 1
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Table A2. Cont.
No. University Name Country/Territory Region Reports Analysed
39 University of Newcastle Australia Asia—Pacific 1
40 King Faisal University Saudi Arabia Middle East 1
41 Amrita Vishwa Vidyapeetham India Asia—Pacific 2
42 ,?L artigo?jar}i\\:zi;gitl}\z/ﬁng Chiao Taiwan Asia—Pacific 1
43 Near East University Cyprus Europe 2
44 Chiang Mai University Thailand Asia—Pacific 1
45 Chulalongkorn University Thailand Asia—Pacific 1
46 Hanyang University South Korea Asia—Pacific 2
47 Hokkaido University Japan Asia—Pacific 1
48 Istanbul Technical University Tiirkiye Europe 1
49 Lovely Professional University India Asia—Pacific 1
50 Macquarie University Australia Asia—Pacific 1
51 University of Reading United Kingdom Europe 1
52 Université Laval Canada North America 2
53 Northumbria University United Kingdom Europe 1
54 Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia Malaysia Asia-Pacific 1
55 Université de Montréal Canada North America 1
56 JSS Academy of Higher Education India Asia_Pacific 1
and Research
57 RMIT University Australia Asia-Pacific 1
58 The Hong Kong Polytechnic University Hong Kong SAR Asia—Pacific 1
59 Bahgesehir University Tirkiye Europe 1
60 Bournemouth University United Kingdom Europe 1
61 Michigan State University United States North America 1
62 University of Canterbury New Zealand Asia—Pacific 1
63 University of Pretoria South Africa Africa 1
64 Bangor University United Kingdom Europe 2
65 Mahidol University Thailand Asia-Pacific 1
66 Penn State (Main campus) United States North America 1
67 Thammasat University Thailand Asia—Pacific 1
68 University of Galway Ireland Europe 1
69 Hong Kong Baptist University Hong Kong SAR Asia—Pacific 1
70 IMT Atlantique France Europe 1
71 Florida International University United States North America 2
72 Korea University South Korea Asia—-Pacific 1
73 The Chinese University of Hong Kong Hong Kong SAR Asia—Pacific 1
74 University of Edinburgh United Kingdom Europe 1
75 University of Leeds United Kingdom Europe 1
76 University of Limerick Ireland Europe 1
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Table A2. Cont.
No. University Name Country/Territory Region Reports Analysed
77 i\a(;iggjﬁ:;r;lgi; University of Science Taiwan Asia—Pacific 2
78 University of Strathclyde United Kingdom Europe 2
79 Queen’s University Belfast United Kingdom Europe 2
80 University of Coimbra Portugal Europe 1
81 Sunway University Malaysia Asia—Pacific 1
82 An-Najah National University Palestine Middle East 2
83 Universitas Gadjah Mada Indonesia Asia—Pacific 1
84 Afe Babalola University Nigeria Africa 1
85 Massey University New Zealand Asia-Pacific 1
86 University of Aberdeen United Kingdom Europe 1
87 University of Plymouth United Kingdom Europe 2
88 Dalhousie University Canada North America 1
89 University of Liverpool United Kingdom Europe 1
90 Al Ain University g;iiiealcieirab Middle East 2
91 ,ﬁ?fnﬁi‘;‘;u(aé‘A[g‘gfrs“y of Scienceand o 4i Arabia Middle East 1
92 Lakehead University Canada North America 1
93 Université Catholique de Louvain Belgium Europe 1
94 University of Bucharest Romania Europe 2
95 Walailak University Thailand Asia—Pacific 1
96 Middle East Technical University Tirkiye Europe 1
97 i?;’f;gﬁg‘;:’gﬁg’cgi Biotechnology and 1 4;, Asia—Pacific 2
98 Chonnam National University South Korea Asia—Pacific 1
99 Lancaster University United Kingdom Europe 1
100  Nottingham Trent University United Kingdom Europe 2
101  Prince Mohammad Bin Fahd University Saudi Arabia Middle East 1
102 Ajou University South Korea Asia—Pacific 1
103  Al-Ahliyya Amman University Jordan Middle East 1
104  Anna University India Asia-Pacific 1
s A ey o e Techology iddets 2
106  Asian Institute of Technology Thailand Asia—Pacific 1
107  Ateneo de Manila University Philippines Asia—Pacific 1
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