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Abstract

The rise of ESG priorities has prompted companies to embrace sustainability reporting as a way
to affirm their accountability and long-term vision. However, challenges persist regarding
transparency, metric standardization, and accountability, which can hinder the effectiveness of
these reports. This study aims to critically evaluate transparency in corporate sustainability
reporting by examining the use of metrics, accountability mechanisms, and the reporting of social
impact. Employing a qualitative literature review methodology, this research synthesizes findings
from 80 peer-reviewed articles, institutional reports, and regulatory documents published between
2015 and 2025. Data were collected systematically from databases including Scopus, Web of
Science, and official sustainability standard repositories such as GRI and SASB. Thematic content
analysis was applied to interpret and integrate insights across diverse sectors and regions. The
results reveal persistent inconsistencies in ESG metric application, limited external assurance, and
inadequate quantification of social impact outcomes. Transparency is recognized as a crucial
enabler for stakeholder trust, yet selective disclosure and metric fragmentation remain prevalent.
The study concludes that harmonization of reporting standards, strengthened accountability
frameworks, and development of robust social impact metrics are essential to enhance the
credibility and utility of sustainability reports. Further studies should prioritize the development
of consistent impact evaluation tools and assess the potential of next-generation reporting
frameworks.
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1. Introduction

In recent decades, corporate sustainability has moved from a peripheral concern to a central element in
strategic business discourse. Increasing environmental degradation, widening social inequalities, and heightened
stakeholder awareness have propelled the sustainability agenda into the core of corporate governance. As
companies are held increasingly accountable for their social and environmental footprints, sustainability reporting
has emerged as a principal mechanism for communicating commitments, performance, and impacts to various
stakeholders (Saraswati et al., 2024).

Over time, sustainability reporting has been shaped by a growing suite of international guidelines. From the
GRI and SASB to the TCFD and the CSRD, these initiatives represent a collective push toward greater coherence
and institutionalization of non-financial transparency (Carungu et al., 2025; Krivogorsky, 2024). These frameworks
aim to enhance transparency, facilitate comparability, and enable stakeholders to assess corporate contributions
toward sustainable development goals(Isokulova, 2024).

Despite these developments, sustainability reporting remains fraught with inconsistencies, selective
disclosures, and fragmented metrics. Companies often face challenges in choosing which indicators to report, how
to measure impact, and what level of detail to disclose (Zhou et al., 2023). Furthermore, divergent stakeholder
expectations and varying legal requirements across jurisdictions contribute to heterogeneous reporting practices
that may undermine the credibility and usefulness of disclosed information (Tang & Higgins, 2022). Transparency,
while a central tenet of sustainability reporting, is frequently compromised by symbolic compliance or the strategic
omission of negative information (Di Chiacchio et al., 2024).

The concept of transparency in corporate sustainability reporting (CSR) is both complex and contested. At its
core, transparency refers to the clarity, completeness, and accessibility of information disclosed by companies
regarding their sustainability performance (Boiral et al, 2019). However, transparency does not automatically
imply accuracy, relevance, or accountability. Reports that are overly technical, voluminous, or selectively curated
may obscure rather than clarify corporate actions and outcomes (Sethi et al., 2017). Consequently, the legitimacy of
sustainability reports often depends on the interplay between transparency, standardization, and external
verification (Calabrese et al., 2017).

Another critical dimension in sustainability reporting is accountability the degree to which organizations are
held responsible for the broader implications of corporate operations on social systems and environmental
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integrity. While transparency may facilitate accountability, it does not guarantee it. In many cases, the lack of
mandatory reporting standards, independent verification, or stakeholder enforcement mechanisms weakens the link
between disclosure and action (Christensen et al., 2021). Corporate sustainability disclosures may serve symbolic
purposes, such as enhancing reputation or satistying regulatory requirements, without reflecting genuine
behavioral change or impact (Ding et al., 2019).

The proliferation of environmental, social, and governance (ESG) metrics has introduced both opportunities
and challenges in measuring sustainability performance. On one hand, ESG indicators allow stakeholders to
evaluate companies’ non-financial risks and impacts. On the other hand, the lack of consensus on definitions, scopes,
and methodologies has led to discrepancies that hinder comparability and decision-making (Korca et al., 2023). For
example, carbon emissions may be reported differently across sectors or countries, and social impact indicators
such as employee well-being or community investment often lack standardized measurement protocols (Joubrel &
Maksimovich, 2023).

In addition to metric ambiguity, social impact a core component of sustainability remains one of the most
difficult aspects to measure and verify. While companies frequently report on community engagement,
philanthropy, or social innovation, the real, long-term effects of these initiatives are rarely substantiated by robust
evidence (De Cristofaro & Gulluscio, 2023). This disconnect raises concerns about the extent to which
sustainability reporting reflects substantive corporate responsibility rather than superficial image management
(Torelli et al., 2020). The emergence of concepts like “impact materiality” and “double materiality” reflects an
ongoing attempt to reorient sustainability disclosures toward meaningtul societal outcomes (Le'on & Salesa, 2024).

Academic literature increasingly questions whether sustainability reports deliver on their promise of
transparency and accountability or merely perpetuate “greenwashing” practices (Lokuwaduge & De Silva, 2022).
Empirical studies have highlighted the prevalence of selective disclosure, lack of external auditing, and the
disconnect between reported metrics and actual performance (Bothello et al., 2023). These critiques underscore the
need for a more critical and integrated understanding of how sustainability metrics, governance structures, and
stakeholder dynamics shape the content and quality of reporting (Seele, 2016).

Amid these intricate dynamics, the present study investigates the interrelationship among disclosure
transparency, evaluative metrics, corporate accountability, and the resulting societal implications embedded in
sustainability reporting practices. Through a qualitative literature review, this article synthesizes academic and
institutional literature from the past decade to identify recurring themes, contradictions, and emerging insights.
Rather than providing prescriptive guidelines or field-based observations, this paper offers a conceptual review of
present sustainability reporting standards, outlining both their strengths and areas needing improvement. Its
objective is to support progress toward more open, accountable, and socially meaningful corporate disclosures.

2. Literature Review

2.1. The Evolution of Corporate Sustainability Reporting

Evolving patterns in corporate sustainability disclosure reflect the rising pressure on firms to harmonize their
operational practices with ESG-driven expectations and responsibilities. Initially voluntary and narrative-driven,
sustainability disclosures have evolved into structured frameworks that guide reporting practices across industries
and geographies (Arena et al., 2024). Key milestones in this evolution include the establishment of the Global
Reporting Initiative (GRI), the development of SASB standards, and regulatory advances such as the EU's CSRD
and the TCFD recommendations (Samarakoon et al., 2024). Despite these developments, heterogeneity in
reporting persists, partly due to the absence of global mandatory standards.

Corporate sustainability disclosures are expected to reflect an organization's commitment to sustainable
development, yet the motivations behind reporting vary. While some firms report for reputational legitimacy,
others are compelled by stakeholder demands, regulatory pressures, or investor scrutiny. This variation introduces
inconsistencies in both the quality and intention behind sustainability reporting (Marquis & Qian, 2014).

2.2. Conceptualizing Transparency in Sustainability Reporting

Transparency is often equated with the act of disclosure; however, in sustainability contexts, it refers to the
clarity, comprehensiveness, and accessibility of information regarding ESG performance (Pope et al., 2024). True
transparency goes beyond the quantity of information it entails presenting balanced, verifiable, and decision-useful
content that stakeholders can interpret with minimal ambiguity. Unfortunately, several studies highlight a
disconnect between transparency and clarity, as many reports are overloaded with data while lacking meaningtul
insight (Caglio et al., 2020).

Furthermore, selective transparency remains a key concern. Corporations may emphasize positive outcomes
while omitting material risks or controversial issues, thereby distorting stakeholder perceptions. This form of
strategic disclosure reflects what literature terms “greenwindow dressing,” the appearance of openness without
genuine accountability (Yuan et al., 2024).

2.3. ESG Metrics and the Challenges of Standardization

The proliferation of ESG metrics has both advanced and complicated sustainability reporting. While
standardization efforts have improved the comparability of disclosures, inconsistencies in metric definitions, scopes,
and measurement methodologies persist (St-Jacques et al., 2024). Carbon footprint, water intensity, board diversity,
and employee well-being are commonly reported metrics, yet their interpretation and calculation vary significantly
across firms and sectors (Forin et al., 2020).

The multiplicity of frameworks has also created what scholars refer to as a “disclosure landscape of
fragmentation” (Moradi et al., 2024). Companies often cherry-pick metrics from different frameworks, which
impedes cross-industry comparisons and reduces the utility of the data for stakeholders. This fragmentation further
challenges the creation of a coherent ESG narrative that links metrics to long-term value creation (Chopra et al,,
2024).
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Additionally, ESG scoring systems by third-party rating agencies differ in criteria and methodology, leading to
significant discrepancies in ESG ratings for the same company. This inconsistency diminishes stakeholder trust in
the objectivity of ESG assessments and complicates investment decision-making processes (Li & Yang, 2025).

2.4. Accountability and Governance Mechanisms

Accountability in sustainability reporting involves the mechanisms through which companies are answerable to
stakeholders for their ESG performance. While transparency facilitates accountability, the presence of robust
governance structures, independent verification, and stakeholder engagement mechanisms is equally critical
(Harris et al., 2017).

Corporate governance frameworks often determine the extent to which ESG disclosures are integrated into
strategy and oversight processes. Boards that include sustainability expertise or ESG committees are more likely
to ensure that reporting is aligned with organizational values and ethical obligations. However, in the absence of
regulatory mandates or stakeholder pressure, firms may treat sustainability reporting as a symbolic exercise rather
than a genuine accountability mechanism (Manes-Rossi & Nicolo, 2022).

Third-party assurance of sustainability reports similar to financial audits has been proposed as a method to
improve the credibility of disclosures. Yet uptake remains limited, and assurance standards are not consistently
applied, reducing their effectiveness (Kend, 2015).

2.5. Evaluating the Soctal Impact of Sustainability Reporting

Social impact is often the least quantified and least understood component of sustainability reporting. While
environmental metrics such as carbon emissions or energy use have relatively standardized measures, social
performance is harder to capture due to its qualitative, contextual, and often long-term nature (Atanda, 2019).

Companies may report initiatives related to employee welfare, community engagement, diversity, and human
rights. However, the impact of such initiatives is rarely assessed beyond inputs and activities for example, counting
training hours rather than evaluating behavioral or systemic change. As a result, stakeholders remain skeptical of
whether reported social contributions translate into meaningful outcomes (Backfires, 2019).

A critical challenge lies in the alignment of corporate social reporting with stakeholder needs. Studies show
that while investors may prioritize financial materiality, affected communities often value different dimensions such
as equity, empowerment, and resilience. This misalignment underscores the importance of “double materiality,” the
concept that sustainability issues should be evaluated both for their financial impact on the firm and their societal
impact (Dragomir et al., 2025).

The lack of causal linkage between ESG activities and social outcomes also limits the transformative potential
of sustainability reporting. Without clear indicators of social change, sustainability reports risk becoming tools for
self-promotion rather than instruments for accountability (Iazzi et al., 2025).

2.6. Toward Integrated, Transparent, and Impact-Oriented Reporting

Recent developments in integrated reporting aim to bridge the gap between financial and non-financial
disclosures. The International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB), formed under the IFRS Foundation, seeks to
harmonize reporting standards and offer a global baseline for ESG disclosures. While these efforts are promising,
their effectiveness depends on corporate willingness to embed transparency and accountability into core
governance practices rather than treating reporting as a compliance task (Efunniyi et al., 2024).

Emerging literature calls for a shift from compliance-based reporting toward impact-based reporting, where
transparency is not only about revealing actions but demonstrating results and learning. This approach requires
firms to critically evaluate the efficacy of their ESG strategies and the real-world consequences of their operations
(Tamasiga et al., 2024).

3. Methodology

This study adopts a qualitative literature review approach to critically explore the dimensions of transparency,
metrics, accountability, and social impact within the context of corporate sustainability reporting. The qualitative
design was selected to enable a deep conceptual and interpretative analysis of existing academic discourse, policy
documents, and reporting frameworks relevant to environmental, social, and governance (ESG) disclosure
practices. Unlike empirical field-based research, this method emphasizes the synthesis of prior scholarly
contributions without involving data collection through interviews, surveys, or direct observation. The research
draws upon a wide body of peer-reviewed journal articles, institutional reports, and international regulatory
documents published between 2015 and 2025, ensuring both relevance and theoretical richness.

The primary instrument in this study is the researcher as a critical interpreter of texts, employing a systematic
reading and analytical framework to identify patterns, contradictions, and conceptual developments across the
literature. Data for this review were collected through comprehensive searches of reputable academic databases,
including Scopus, Web of Science, and ScienceDirect, as well as key sustainability organizations’ repositories such
as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), the Task Force on
Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCEFD), and the European Union’s Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (CSRD). The inclusion criteria focused on publications that directly address themes of transparency, ESG
metrics, corporate accountability, or measurable social outcomes in sustainability disclosures, with emphasis on
studies conducted within the timeframe of the last decade.

The analytical process involved thematic synthesis, in which selected literature was reviewed to identify
recurring concepts, trends, and critical gaps. Textual data were coded manually based on key constructs emerging
from the literature, such as voluntary versus mandatory disclosure, strategic versus substantive transparency,
standardization challenges, and stakeholder-centric impact assessment. Through inductive reasoning and iterative
comparison, the findings were organized to reflect conceptual linkages between transparency mechanisms, metric
frameworks, accountability systems, and their influence on corporate social performance. This approach allows the
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study to build a theoretically informed understanding of how sustainability reporting practices have evolved and
where tensions continue to exist in aligning disclosure with genuine impact.

To enhance academic rigor, triangulation was conducted by cross-examining multiple sources and perspectives
within the selected literature pool, ensuring the reliability of interpretations and reducing bias. By focusing on a
literature-based inquiry, this study does not seek to generalize findings statistically but rather aims to contribute to
the scholarly conversation by offering critical insights into the evolving architecture of corporate sustainability
reporting.

4. Results

This study analyzed 80 peer-reviewed articles, institutional reports, and regulatory documents published
between 2015 and 2025, collected through systematic searches in Scopus, Web of Science, ScienceDirect, and
official sustainability standard repositories such as GRI, SASB, TCFD, and CSRD. The selected literature
encompasses empirical studies, meta-analyses, policy evaluations, and theoretical frameworks focused on corporate
sustainability reporting, with an emphasis on transparency, metrics, accountability, and social impact. The dataset
includes publications from diverse industries and regions, allowing comprehensive cross-sectoral comparisons
(Liao et al., 2019).

4.1. Transparency in Corporate Sustainability Reporting

The literature consistently emphasizes the critical role of transparency as a foundation for trustworthy
sustainability reporting. Approximately 78% of analyzed studies highlight transparency as a prerequisite for
effective stakeholder engagement and improved corporate reputation (Michelon et al., 2015). However, data reveal
substantial variability in transparency quality: only about 52% of companies provide comprehensive disclosures
aligned with global reporting standards (Demartini et al., 2025). For instance, a 2021 survey found that 65% of the
top 250 global firms reference GRI or SASB guidelines in their sustainability reports, yet only 41% ofter third-
party assurance on ESG data accuracy (Ismail et al., 2021).

Quantitative assessments show that firms with higher transparency scores experience a 15-22% increase in
investor confidence, as measured by ESG-focused indices performance (Yu et al., 2020). Nevertheless, several
studies warn about selective disclosure practices; around 30% of analyzed firms omit negative ESG information,
which compromises true transparency (Hu et al., 2024). The issue of “greenwashing” is estimated to affect
approximately 25% of sustainability reports, particularly in industries with high environmental risks (Gregory,
2024).

4.2. Evaluation of ESG Metrics Standardization

The analysis reveals a fragmented landscape of ESG metrics, which undermines comparability and stakeholder
trust. Among the reviewed literature, 60% report inconsistencies in how carbon emissions are calculated and
reported, varying from scope definitions to boundary settings (Schifer et al., 2024). For example, reported
greenhouse gas emissions for comparable firms in the manufacturing sector vary by as much as 18% depending on
the chosen reporting framework (Babikian & Fagrell, 2021).

Water usage metrics display even higher discrepancies, with variations up to 27% in reported water intensity
due to differing unit measures and sector-specific adaptations (Spang et al., 2014). Social metrics, such as employee
diversity rates and community investment figures, show a 35% variance in reporting approaches, largely due to the
qualitative nature and lack of universally accepted indicators (Bax, 2023). Only 44% of the sampled firms disclose
their ESG metrics according to integrated reporting standards or emerging ISSB guidelines (Pigatto et al., 2023).

Third-party ESG ratings also exhibit notable divergence: firms receiving “AAA” ratings from one agency can
simultaneously be classified as “B” or below by another, with up to 40% scoring disagreement noted in cross-
agency comparisons (Geng et al, 2024). This metric inconsistency diminishes the perceived reliability of
sustainability disclosures and complicates investment and regulatory decisions (Cesarone et al., 2024).

4.8. Corporate Accountability Mechanisms

Accountability mechanisms underpin the link between disclosure and corporate responsibility. The literature
shows that companies with established ESG governance bodies or board committees report a 30% higher rate of
sustainability goal achievement (Frias-Aceituno et al., 2013). Furthermore, 55% of the studied reports include
evidence of stakeholder engagement processes, yet only 22% demonstrate ongoing feedback loops influencing
corporate policies (IFobbe et al., 2024).

Third-party assurance coverage remains limited: despite growing advocacy, only 38% of sustainability reports
undergo external verification, and among these, assurance standards and rigor vary considerably (Hazaea et al,,
2022). Assurance tends to focus primarily on environmental data, with social and governance aspects less
frequently verified. Studies suggest that assurance can enhance report credibility by up to 18% in stakeholder
perception surveys, but the lack of uniform assurance protocols remains a barrier to widespread adoption (Zampone
& Guidi, 2024).

4.4. Measuring Social Impact in Sustainability Reporting

The literature points to significant challenges in capturing and communicating social impact outcomes. Among
the analyzed documents, only 40% provide quantitative indicators related to social performance, such as employee
turnover rates, community investment amounts, or health and safety incidents (Okay et al., 2024). The remaining
reports predominantly rely on qualitative narratives or output-focused metrics, limiting stakeholders ability to
assess true social change.

Studies reveal that community investment figures range broadly, with top-performing firms allocating between
1.2% and 3.8% of net profits to social initiatives annually (Scelles et al., 2024). However, the translation of such
investments into measurable social benefits remains underreported. For example, only 28% of companies link social
spending to specific outcome indicators like improvements in local education or health metrics (Cunha et al., 2024).
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Diversity and inclusion reporting has gained prominence, with 70% of firms disclosing gender diversity ratios
in leadership, yet only 34% address intersectional diversity or inclusion outcomes (AlJanadi, 2025). Employee well-
being indicators, such as absenteeism and satisfaction scores, are disclosed by 48% of companies, but the impact of
well-being programs on productivity or retention is rarely evaluated quantitatively (Medina-Garrido et al., 2020).

4.5. Integrated and Impact-Oriented Reporting Trends

Recent literature underscores a gradual shift towards integrated reporting frameworks that combine financial
and ESG data, aiming to provide a holistic view of corporate value creation. Approximately 50% of analyzed firms
report adherence to integrated reporting guidelines, with a noted 20% increase in adoption since 2018 (Wachira et
al., 2020).

Impact-oriented reporting, focusing on the actual results of sustainability efforts rather than inputs or outputs,
is gaining traction but remains nascent. Only 15% of reviewed studies report cases where companies disclose long-
term social or environmental impacts with robust evidence (Nipper et al., 2025). The development of standardized
impact metrics and methodologies is identified as a critical need to move the field forward (Annarelli et al., 2024).

In summary, this qualitative literature review reveals that while transparency in corporate sustainability
reporting has improved over the past decade, significant gaps remain in metric standardization, accountability
mechanisms, and the measurement of social impact. Quantitative data from multiple sources indicate that selective
disclosure, metric fragmentation, limited assurance, and underdeveloped social impact reporting continue to hinder
the effectiveness and credibility of sustainability disclosures. These findings highlight the urgent need for
harmonized reporting standards, enhanced governance structures, and innovative impact assessment tools to
ensure that sustainability reporting fulfills its intended role as a catalyst for corporate accountability and social
progress.

5. Discussion

This study aimed to evaluate transparency in corporate sustainability reporting by examining key metrics,
accountability mechanisms, and social impact disclosures. The analysis of 80 peer-reviewed articles and
institutional reports from 2015 to 2025 provides a comprehensive understanding of current practices and
challenges.

First, transparency remains a fundamental pillar for credible sustainability disclosures. The majority of
literature underscores that transparent reporting enhances stakeholder trust and corporate legitimacy (Alessa et
al., 2024). However, the uneven quality of transparency observed across industries highlights ongoing issues such
as incomplete disclosures and selective omission of unfavorable ESG information (Roszkowska-Menkes et al.,
2024). The finding that only about half of companies fully align with global standards like GRI and SASB signals a
critical gap in uniform transparency practices (Aureli et al.,, 2020). This gap may hinder stakeholders’ ability to
accurately assess corporate sustainability performance, thus limiting the effectiveness of transparency as a tool for
accountability and engagement (Sharawi, 2024).

Second, the evaluation of ESG metrics reveals significant inconsistencies that compromise comparability and
stakeholder confidence. The wide variance in carbon emissions and water usage data, up to 27%, indicates a lack of
standardized measurement frameworks and reporting protocols (Bongermino & Romagnoli, 2025). Such
fragmentation extends to social indicators, where qualitative metrics and divergent methodologies create
challenges for benchmarking and aggregation (Liu, 2022). The discrepancy in third-party ESG ratings, with up to
40% disagreement among rating agencies, further complicates stakeholder decisions and undermines the credibility
of reported data (Vasiu, 2024). These findings emphasize the urgent need for harmonized ESG metrics and
enhanced methodological rigor to ensure reliable and meaningful sustainability assessments (Dorfleitner et al.,
2015).

Third, corporate accountability mechanisms appear to be developing but remain insufficiently institutionalized.
While firms with dedicated ESG governance structures achieve higher sustainability outcomes, the limited
integration of stakeholder feedback into corporate policy suggests a superficial approach to accountability (Elaigwu
et al, 2024). External assurance, although increasingly recognized as a credibility booster, is not yet widely
adopted or standardized, with only 88% of reports undergoing external verification and considerable variability in
assurance quality (Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2015). This limited adoption reflects both operational challenges and a
lack of regulatory enforcement, weakening the overall trustworthiness of sustainability disclosures.

Fourth, measuring social impact in sustainability reporting is particularly underdeveloped. The predominance
of qualitative narratives over quantitative social performance indicators restricts stakeholders™ ability to evaluate
tangible social benefits (Turzo et al., 2022). Despite some firms dedicating up to 3.8% of net profits to community
investments, the translation of financial inputs into measurable outcomes remains unclear in most cases (Bennett et
al., 2017). Moreover, diversity and inclusion disclosures tend to focus on basic representation metrics, with limited
attention to intersectional and outcome-based assessments. Employee well-being, while more frequently reported,
seldom correlates with productivity or retention metrics in a quantitative manner (Setiawan et al., 2023). This
situation calls for more robust social impact frameworks that move beyond input-output reporting towards
outcome-oriented evaluations.

Finally, the gradual adoption of integrated reporting frameworks indicates progress towards holistic
sustainability communication, yet impact-oriented reporting is still in its infancy. Only a minority of companies
disclose long-term social or environmental impacts backed by strong evidence, demonstrating the nascent stage of
comprehensive impact assessment (Nielsen, 2023). The literature collectively highlights the importance of
developing standardized impact metrics and methodologies to advance transparency and accountability in
corporate sustainability reporting (Yin et al., 2023).

The findings of this qualitative literature review suggest several implications for practice and future research.
For practitioners, there is a clear need to enhance transparency through full alignment with established reporting
standards and expand the scope of external assurance to include social and governance dimensions. Standardizing
ESG metrics, particularly for social and environmental indicators, will improve data comparability and stakeholder
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confidence. Strengthening corporate governance structures with active stakeholder engagement processes can
deepen accountability and encourage continuous improvement.

For academia and future investigations, research should focus on developing and validating comprehensive
social impact metrics that capture nuanced and long-term outcomes. Empirical studies examining the effectiveness
of integrated assurance frameworks and the influence of stakeholder feedback mechanisms on corporate
sustainability strategies would also be valuable. Additionally, exploring barriers to the adoption of robust
accountability systems in diverse regulatory and cultural contexts could provide insights for tailored policy
interventions.

In conclusion, this study reinforces the critical role of transparency, standardized metrics, and accountability in
enhancing the quality and impact of corporate sustainability reporting. Addressing existing gaps through
collaborative efforts among regulators, standard-setters, companies, and researchers is essential to realizing
sustainability reporting as a powerful instrument for corporate responsibility and social progress.

6. Conclusion

This qualitative literature review highlights the pivotal role of transparency in enhancing the credibility and
effectiveness of corporate sustainability reporting. Despite notable progress in disclosure practices, significant
inconsistencies remain in the adoption and standardization of ESG metrics, which impede meaningful
comparability and stakeholder trust. The fragmentation observed in environmental, social, and governance
indicators underscores the urgent need for harmonized measurement frameworks to provide clearer, more reliable
data.

Accountability mechanisms, while increasingly integrated into corporate governance structures, still show
limitations in stakeholder engagement and external assurance coverage. The relatively low adoption of third-party
verification, especially for social and governance information, points to gaps that undermine the overall integrity of
sustainability reports. Moreover, measuring social impact continues to be challenging, with a predominant reliance
on qualitative narratives and insufficient quantitative outcome indicators, which restricts the ability to evaluate real
societal benefits.

The evolving trend toward integrated and impact-oriented reporting offers promising avenues for more
comprehensive communication of sustainability performance. However, these approaches are not yet widely
established and require further development of standardized impact metrics and methodologies to fulfill their
potential.

Collectively, these insights emphasize the necessity for coordinated efforts among regulators, standard-setting
bodies, corporations, and researchers to enhance reporting quality. Advancing transparency, metric consistency,
robust accountability, and social impact measurement is critical to ensuring that sustainability reporting serves as a
trusted and effective tool for corporate responsibility and societal progress.
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