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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information
disclosure and the credibility of this disclosure practice under the Integrated Reporting (IR)
context.

According to stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory, suppliers and customers hold critical
resources for an organisation’s survival and growth; thus, organisations would consider
suppliers’ and customers’ interests when making reporting decisions. Further, concerning
signalling theory, organisations have incentives to signal both credible and misleading
information. These theories underpin this study’s investigation throughout.

This thesis applies a multi-method approach which combines the method of content analysis
and interview. To fulfil the research aims, this thesis utilises content analysis to examine a
dataset of organisational reports published by 96 organisations from 5 countries. In addition,
this thesis conducted 19 semi-structured interviews with personnel from organisations and
stakeholders from supply chain consulting firms, accounting bodies, and standards-setting
organisations.

The findings reveal that organisations incorporate suppliers’ and customers’ interests into
forward-looking information disclosure to discharge accountability, address legitimacy
exposures, and secure resources for survival. However, the extent to which organisations
address suppliers’ and customers’ information demands is related to the management’s
awareness of supplier and customer inclusiveness, regulations, and reporting framework.
Furthermore, suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s business and strategy
developments, and these developments are reflected in the forward-looking information
disclosure. To enhance the credibility of forward-looking information concerning suppliers and
customers, organisations have implemented multiple mechanisms (e.g. data measurement and
data monitoring) throughout the reporting process. However, this disclosure practice lacks
completeness and rigorous materiality determination processes. Finally, IR has an impact on
the adoption of the approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-
looking information disclosure and the credibility of this disclosure practice.

This thesis brings together three streams of research on forward-looking information disclosure
(motivations, inclusivity, and credibility) in a single study. The findings of this thesis confirm
the importance of developing a supplier and customer inclusive approach to reporting. Yet, this
reporting approach has not been fully adopted, and relevant reports are not credible enough for
stakeholders to rely on, although IR plays some role in enhancing this reporting practice. This
thesis argues that the current practice of disclosing forward-looking information concerning
suppliers and customers is at risk of being a “box-ticking” activity, rather than being thoroughly
understood and implemented as a reform of reporting approaches. From the investigation of
both organisations’ and stakeholders’ perspectives on this disclosure practice, this thesis offers
management, standard-setters, and academics novel insights into the role of suppliers and
customers in corporate reporting which has received little academic attention.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

1.1 Background and Rationale

Modern stakeholders increasingly demand sophisticated information and require
supplementary disclosure compared to traditional financial reporting. The dynamics of
economic and social conditions highlight the potential deficiencies of historical information.
Specifically, historical information is criticised for its inability to provide stakeholders with
sufficient insight into value creation, risk management, and sustainability performance from a
forward-looking perspective. Forward-looking information disclosure, deemed an essential
source of information, has been receiving growing attention in recent studies (Chen et al., 2019).
As an emerging research topic, prior empirical research dedicated to investigating how general
contextual factors (e.g. economic context) influence the extent and the nature of forward-
looking information disclosure by using quantitative data (e.g. Kilic and Kuzey, 2018;
Menicucci 2018; Chen et al., 2019; Simnett et al., 2019). However, relatively less prior work
has examined the motivations for making forward-looking information disclosure from the
viewpoints of an organisation and/or stakeholders (e.g. Adams, 2017a; Bui and de Villiers,
2017).

An increasing concern over the sustainability issues in the supply chain and the evolution of
technology make organisations face more complicated and uncertain prospects. This has
pushed organisations to actively engage in strategic stakeholder relationship management and
to manage stakeholders’ perceptions of organisational prospects (Menicucci 2018). Nearly all
studies on forward-looking information disclosure acknowledge that stakeholders influence an
organisation’s reporting behaviours and the content of organisational reports (e.g. Boesso and
Kumar, 2007; Hui et al., 2012; Williams and Adams, 2013; Harrison and van der Laan Smith,
2015; Bellucci et al., 2019; Egbon and Mgbame, 2020). However, even as primary stakeholders,
suppliers and customers have received little research attention (Chen et al., 2019). This
emphasis on exploring the role of suppliers and customers in forward-looking information
disclosure represents an attempt to fill a gap in the academic corporate reporting research

whereby the views of suppliers and customers are largely absent.

As the core of the decision-making process, information contains a considerable amount of
value to different report users. Given that decision-making is a critical process, the quality of
this process is tightly connected with the extent of the credibility of the available information
(Athanasakou and Hussainey, 2014). Reporting standards and regulations ensure a certain level



of credibility of organisational reports to stakeholders. However, these regulations are limited
to mandatory disclosures. Forward-looking information disclosure, especially non-financial
aspects, is voluntary and therefore, not subject to these reporting regulations. In this regard, a
number of prior studies (e.g. Dou et al., 2013; Guan et al., 2020; Quintana-Garcia et al., 2021)
examined the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure. Given the fact that
forward-looking information cannot be verified immediately, a significant gap persists between
forward-looking talk and its credibility. Prior research (e.g. Hui et al., 2012; Dou et al., 2013;
Quintana-Garcia et al., 2021) on the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
primarily relied on two competing theoretical framings, legitimacy theory and signalling theory,
which often produce contradictory results. Another stream of studies (e.g. Hussainey et al.,
2003; Schleicher et al., 2007; Bozanic et al., 2018; Elgammal et al., 2018) has begun to explore
the perceptions of stakeholders regarding the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure. To this date, because of the various and contradictory arguments from these studies,
no solid conclusion can be drawn. Thus, despite this substantial body of research, the credibility
of current forward-looking information disclosure practices remains unclear. Without knowing
what characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure as
perceived by different stakeholders, it is difficult that forward-looking information disclosure
practices can be promoted and improved. Consequently, it is necessary to explore the
perceptions and expectations of both organisations and stakeholders about the credibility of

forward-looking information disclosure.

Reporting frameworks provide guidance on reporting practice. Integrated Reporting (IR) is
considered a forward-looking-focused reporting approach (Lodhia, 2015). The <IR>
Framework requires organisations to disclose their outlook, including future objectives, the
challenges and uncertainties, and strategies to address these possible issues (IIRC, 2013; 2021).
In addition, IR provides a holistic picture of an organisation by not only focusing on financial
performance but also integrating economic, social, and environmental issues (Adams, 2015).
By applying IR, an organisation has to conduct a forward-looking assessment of its business,
for instance, periodical objectives and the measurement of achievement, analyses of potential
risks and opportunities with encountered strategy plans, and the management of multiple
capitals for creating value and ensuring sustainability (Simnett and Huggins, 2015; Maroun,
2017). Furthermore, IR is argued to be a more stakeholder-inclusive approach to reporting,
although the main target audience is still the investor (IIRC, 2021). However, prior research

has criticised IR’s claim of accountability to stakeholders (Flower, 2015) and the usefulness of



IR in enhancing reporting quality (Krzus, 2014; Eccles and Garegnani et al., 2015; Pistoni et
al., 2018). Therefore, IR represents a suitable context for research on forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers and the credibility of this disclosure

practice.

Based on the previously mentioned research gap, the overall objective of this thesis is to explore
the role of suppliers and customers in forward-looking information disclosure in the context of
IR.

This research identified two research gaps, namely (1) lacking examinations of suppliers’ and
customers’ impact on forward-looking information disclosure and (2) the need of identifying
the characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure.
Addressing these gaps, this thesis aims to contribute to the knowledge of the motivations for

making forward-looking information disclosure.

1.2 Research Questions

All research questions (RQs) relate to IR as the context of this study. To explore the role of
suppliers and customers in forward-looking information disclosure, this study firstly seeks to
identify the consistency between suppliers’ and customers’ needs and forward-looking

information disclosure made by organisations. Hence, the first RQ is:

1. How well does forward-looking information disclosed by organisations address

suppliers’ and customers’ information needs in the context of IR?

Regarding RQ1, this study first reviews the literature on voluntary reporting, non-financial
reporting, and supplier and customer relationship management to identify suppliers’ and
customers’ interests and demands regarding forward-looking information. This study then
utilises content analysis to explore the level of incorporating suppliers’ and customers’ interests
and demands into forward-looking information disclosure. The results of the content analysis
indicate that organisations have integrated different types of forward-looking information that
suppliers and customers demanded into reporting decisions at different levels. . In order to draw
a solid conclusion, this study further conducted interviews with report preparers to explore how
well they address suppliers’” and customers’ demands when making forward-looking

information disclosure.

Secondly, suppliers and customers are powerful stakeholders influencing an organisation’s

business operations as they provide critical resources upon which an organisation relies for



survival (Bowen et al., 1995). Organisations might make strategic decisions considering the
relationships with suppliers and customers and the resource availability in the pursuit of
organisational vision and mission. Corporate reporting is an important avenue for various
stakeholders to know about an organisation through the eyes of its management. Responding
to the increasing demand for more concise information showing an organisation’s value
creation in the long run, this study examines the role of suppliers and customers in strategic
decision-making and how that role is enacted in forward-looking information disclosure. Hence,

utilising content analysis and interviews, this study addresses the second RQ:

2. How do suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information disclosure
in the context of IR?

Thirdly, disclosing forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers involves
costs to an organisation, such as costs of data collection and costs of reporting. Nevertheless,
an organisation has incentives to send a credible signal for this disclosure practice to be useful
in providing meaningful information to stakeholders, or to send a misleading signal to
manipulate stakeholders’ perceptions of the organisation’s prospects. That is, the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers reflects an
organisation’s intentions in making such a disclosure. However, if such intentions are
misinterpreted, it might be problematic for both an organisation and its stakeholders. The
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure has been examined in accounting and
management literature; yet, how to increase the credibility of such a disclosure specifically
concerning suppliers and customers is not fully addressed. Hence, utilising content analysis

and interviews, this study addresses the third RQ:

3. What characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure

concerning suppliers and customers?

1.3 Structure of this Thesis
Chapter one presents a brief overview of the context and research target. According to this

overview, the rationale of this thesis is established, and the RQs are formulated.

Chapter two provides an updated literature review of prior studies regarding forward-looking
information disclosure. This chapter reviews studies that examined the influential factors of
making forward-looking information disclosure, the relationship between forward-looking

information disclosure and supplier and customer relationships management, the role of



stakeholders in an organisation’s decision on making forward-looking information disclosure,

and the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure.

Chapter three introduces IR, which is the context of this thesis. This chapter describes the
background of IR, the emergence of IR, and the current state of IR. To facilitate fully
addressing RQs in the context of IR, this chapter also presents the critiques of IR, including
organisational change, stakeholder accountability, and reporting quality. Finally, this chapter

presents forward-looking information disclosure practices in IR.

Chapter four presents the conceptual framework and the theoretical foundation of the entire
thesis. This chapter is divided into three main parts. Firstly, it introduces different theories of
corporate reporting, especially voluntary disclosure, including stakeholder theory, legitimacy
theory, and signalling theory. Secondly, to investigate RQ1 and RQ2, this study presents the
considerations in the influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information
from the revision of literature and theories. Thirdly, this study discusses the considerations in

investigating the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure to address RQ3.

Chapter five describes the methodology and research design, which is composed of two parts.
The first part explains research philosophy, a multi-method approach in accounting research,
and the selection of content analysis and interview as individual methods for conducting this
research. The second part justifies the research design with detailed explanations of the content
analysis and the interview. The procedures of collecting and analysing data with the individual

method are described.

Chapter six addresses three RQs in this thesis based on the findings of content analysis.
Utilising the conceptual framework developed in Chapter four to analyse quantitative data, this
chapter firstly aims to provide an overview of the current level of making forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers and the credibility of this disclosure
practice. The patterns of forward-looking information disclosure in different sample countries
are also presented. Additionally, based on the analysis of qualitative data from organisational
reports, this chapter secondly explains how suppliers and customers engage with an
organisation on forward-looking information disclosure. Thirdly, based on the analysis of
qualitative data from organisational reports, this chapter presents the characteristics that
enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and

customers.



Chapter seven addresses three RQs in this thesis according to the findings of interviews.
Utilising the same conceptual framework developed in Chapter four, each RQ is addressed in
three different sections. Firstly, this chapter explains whether suppliers and customers influence
an organisation’s decisions on forward-looking information disclosure from the viewpoint of
organisations. Secondly, based on both organisations’ and stakeholders’ responses, this chapter
examines how suppliers and customers engage with an organisation on forward-looking
information disclosure. Thirdly, this chapter investigates various views on the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers and identifies the

expectations of stakeholders regarding how to improve its credibility.

Chapter eight addresses three RQs with a cross-methods analysis. To fully address RQs, this
chapter discusses the findings in relation to each RQ by combining the findings of both content
analysis (Chapter six) and interview (Chapter seven). In addition, this chapter interprets the
research findings through the lens of the conceptual framework and the theoretical foundation
outlined in Chapter four.

Chapter nine is the concluding chapter. This chapter presents the summary of results and
findings to each RQ, implications of the findings, contributions to the literature, limitations of

this study, and scope for future research.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Corporate reporting plays an important role in reducing information asymmetry between an
organisation and its stakeholders (Healy and Palepu, 2001). Recently, addressing the increasing
demands of stakeholders for sophisticated information and addressing the deficiency of
historical information, the forward-looking reporting approach has emerged as supplementary
to traditional financial reporting. (Burritt and Schaltegger, 2014; Arayssi et al., 2020).
Integrating forward-looking information into business decision-making processes has become

a prominent topic in academia (Thoradeniya et al., 2021).

Understanding the determinants of voluntary disclosure of forward-looking information has
been, and continues to be, a major area of investigation within the accounting research literature
(Menicucci 2018; Enache and Hussainey, 2020; Stuart et al., 2020). Stakeholders are influential
in reporting behaviours (Boesso and Kumar, 2007; Williams and Adams, 2013; Bellucci et al.,
2019; Egbon and Mgbame, 2020). Given the important roles in the supply chain, suppliers and
customers are powerful stakeholders that organisations would consider their information needs

when making disclosure decisions.

This chapter critically evaluates previous studies about forward-looking information disclosure,
placing emphasis on the nature and the influential factors of forward-looking information
disclosure, motivations for making forward-looking information disclosure concerning

suppliers and customers, and its credibility as perceived by different stakeholders.

In this chapter, the revision of relevant literature is represented in five sections. Section 2.2
provides the terminologies of information categories and explains the emergence of forward-
looking information. Section 2.3 reviews the literature on the determinants of forward-looking
information disclosure. Section 2.4 provides a review of the literature to understand the role of
corporate reporting in managing supply chain relationships. Section 2.5 presents studies on the
investigation of stakeholders’ demands and organisations’ motivations for making forward-
looking information disclosure. Section 2.6 relates to the credibility of forward-looking

information disclosure. Finally, the summary of this chapter is presented in Section 2.7.

2.2 Information Categories and The Emergence of Forward-looking Information
Previous studies on corporate reporting, especially voluntary reporting, classified information

into different categories to gain a deeper understanding of different areas in this field. For



instance, an earlier widely cited study by Botosan (1997) categorised information into five
groups based on surveys and reports conducted by accountancy bodies, namely background
information, summary of historical results, key non-financial statistics, projected information,
and management discussion and analysis. Another well-established framework to categorise
information was developed by Beattie et al. (2004), which grouped information based on time
orientation (historical, forward-looking, and non-time specific), financial or non-financial, and
quantitative or qualitative characteristics. The other recent study by Kili¢ and Kuzey (2018)
categorised information mainly into two groups (e.g. backwards-looking and forward-looking)
according to time orientation. These information categories allow researchers to further explore

the usefulness of different types of information and stakeholders’ information needs.

A great number of studies investigated backwards-looking, quantified, financial information
published on traditional annual reports (see Wallman, 1997; Lev and Zarowin, 1999). Beretta
and Bozzolan (2008) argued that this trend was related to organisations’ foci on the return on
shareholder’s investments and raised an issue that managers and shareholders could overlook
other risks and opportunities because of this research perspective. However, traditional
corporate reports are mostly retrospective and do not contain forward-looking information.
Forward-looking information refers to current plans and future prospects that enable report
users to assess an organisation’s performance in the long run through both financial and non-
financial information items (Aljifri and Hussainey, 2007). On account of dynamic changes in
the economic environment, modern stakeholders increasingly demand public companies
disclose information regarding future prospects (Beretta and Bozzolan, 2004; Wang and
Hussainey, 2013; Thoradeniya et al., 2015). Yet, unlike mandatory financial reports, most
categories of forward-looking information are voluntary and involve diverse subject matters
presented in diverse forms. This way of presentation adds difficulties to stakeholders when

accessing and assessing forward-looking information (Quintana-Garcia et al., 2021).

In addition to explaining organisational performance with traditional annual reports, Arayssi et
al. (2020) considered narrative disclosure as a crucial avenue to address stakeholders’ diverse
information needs and to increase reporting transparency and accountability. Particularly,
narrative disclosures contain various categories of information (both backwards-looking and
forward-looking ones) and narrative discussions stress forward-looking information (Aljifri
and Hussainey, 2007). Hence, narrative disclosures enable stakeholders to understand financial
forward-looking information items, such as cash flows forecast, expected revenues and

earnings forecasts. Narrative disclosures also enable stakeholders to identify non-financial
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forward-looking items, namely sustainability information, future outlook, and risks and
uncertainties around an organisation which would affect the actual results in the future. In
addition, relevant standards setters and regulations (e.g. IASB and IIRC) consider narrative
disclosures more forward-looking oriented. Thus, narrative disclosure is expected to assist
report readers to understand an organisation’s past and current performance and predicting
future performance (Hussainey et al., 2003). To conclude, with the analysis of narrative
disclosure alongside the financial statements, stakeholders are able to map the reality of an

organisation’s performance (Merkley, 2014).

Hussainey (2004) claimed that the definition of forward-looking information may not be

29 ¢ 2 <6 2 6

simply identified by the keywords, such as “forecast,” “anticipate,” “estimate,” “predict,”
“expect,” or other similar terminology. Some types of information may be categorised as
backwards-looking while they contain messages which are relevant for future performance,
such as R&D expenditures that occurred in the past, but such investments are expected to lead
to an increase in future performance. When analysing forward-looking information, Bravo and
Alcaide-Ruiz (2019) argued that readers needed a high degree of knowledge about financial
sophistication for evaluating the estimates of an organisation’s financial prospects and

flexibility for acknowledging the non-financial information.

In conclusion, to address issues of overestimating financial reports and neglecting possible
risks, stakeholders ought to analyse both backwards- and forward-looking information within
narrative disclosures. More importantly, researchers should examine the forward-looking

information from a more thorough perspective.

2.3 The Determinants of Forward-looking Information Disclosure

Forward-looking information disclosure is often included in commonly applied frameworks
for corporate reporting (Beretta and Bozzolan, 2008). Meanwhile, this type of disclosure is also
listed on the agenda of multiple regulatory bodies and emphasised by standard setters (e.g.
IIRC, SASB, GRI, and IFRS). Yet, regarding the practice of forward-looking information
disclosure in recent years, Thoradeniya et al. (2021) indicated that forward-looking information
still received less attention than backwards-looking information and it was urgent to understand
such a situation. It is noteworthy that there has been an increasing number of academic studies
investigating forward-looking information disclosure. Most of these previous studies aimed to
acknowledge the determinants of forward-looking information disclosure in different reporting

contexts (e.g. annual reports and sustainability reports) (Kilig and Kuzey, 2018). These studies



found multiple factors which influence organisations’ decisions on forward-looking
information disclosure (Menicucci 2018; Enache and Hussainey, 2020; Stuart et al., 2020).
Despite an ongoing discussion of general contextual factors, this systematic revision of
literature noticed that few studies examined internal contextual factors as well as investigated
forward-looking information disclosure from the perspective of suppliers or customers. The

following sub-sections present the factors that previous studies identified.

2.3.1 General Contextual Factors

This sub-section reviews studies on the relationship between general contextual factors and
forward-looking information disclosure. These studies focused on the investigation of a
specific type of forward-looking information (i.e. sustainability information). The influence of
general contextual factors on other types of forward-looking information disclosure was under-

researched.
Social, Political, and Economic Contexts

Social and political contexts represented an interrelated influence over the disclosure of
sustainability information. By investigating leading companies’ reports of corporate social
responsibility (CSR) reports in four developed countries (the UK, U.S.A., Australia, and
Germany), Chen and Bouvain (2009) stated that social value and political attitude towards
sustainability encouraged CSR disclosures. Building upon this statement and analysing the
post-evolution of CSR in developing countries, Sorour et al. (2021) further identified that the
disclosure of the topics of sustainability information was particularly influenced by social
engagement and political liberalism. Another study on the level of sustainability information
disclosure in the context of a developing country was conducted by Uddin et al. (2018).
Examining the annual reports of banking companies in Bangladesh over five years, the authors
argued that the nature and the level of sustainability information disclosure were strongly

related to social value and political agenda.

Despite both social and political contextual factors demonstrating strong relation with the
sustainability information disclosure, prior studies considered the influence of economic
factors was weaker than the previous two. For instance, Simnett et al. (2019) argued that
economic development may positively increase the amount of sustainability reporting. Yet, this
relationship needed to be interpreted carefully as the influence of economic context mainly
depended on the timing and key economic events (Simnett et al., 2009; Dhaliwal et al., 2012;
Chan et al., 2014).
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Country of Origin

An organisation’s country of origin affects the extent and nature of different types of
disclosures (Adams and Kuasirikun, 2000; Chen and Bouvain, 2009). In the field of forward-
looking information disclosure, the influence of the country of origin is often examined through
the cultural context and legal environment (Simnett et al., 2009; Orij, 2010). However, due to
the difficulties of selecting samples which can be reasonably compared across countries (Chen
and Bouvain, 2009), little research was conducted to evaluate the effect of the country of origin

on forward-looking information disclosure.

The discussion of the cultural context is likely to explain the differences in sustainability
concerns and the demand for sustainability information across countries (Adams and
Kuasirikun, 2000; Orij, 2010; Thoradeniya et al., 2015). According to Orij’s (2010)
investigation, organisations in social or stakeholder-orientation societies tended to disclose
more sustainability information than in non-stakeholder orientation societies as they needed to
gain operation approval from various stakeholders. Furthermore, in terms of the legal
environment, some studies were undertaken to analyse the influence of the country of origin
on reporting standards or regulations on forward-looking information disclosure. For example,
Setia et al. (2015) observed an increasing number of forward-information disclosure after
mandating IR (known as a future-oriented reporting standard in South Africa, details refer to
Chapter 3). Also, several studies (e.g. Li et al., 2008; Cahan et al., 2016; De Villiers and
Marques, 2016) on the effect of reporting requirements across different countries identified
that the introduction/ implementation of laws or recommendations in relation to forward-
looking information disclosure increased the number of relevant disclosures. However, Simnett
et al. (2009) expressed doubts about the quality of reporting and argued that there was no
relationship between sustainability reporting and legal systems.

Media Pressure/Coverage

Previous studies found a positive relationship between media pressure or coverage and the
extent of forward-looking information disclosure (Brown and Deegan, 1998; Cahan etal., 2015;
Zhang and Chen, 2019). Among these studies, Cahan et al. (2015) applied the TRNA rating*

as the measure of media coverage and reported that media coverage significantly influenced

1 TRNA analyses news items in real-time to determine the sentiment of the item using a lexical analysis that
uses a knowledge-driven neural network to rate each news item released about a firm in terms of the tone of
the news coverage.
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sustainability reporting. Specifically, this paper found that organisations that demonstrated
superior social responsibilities received favourable news reporting; thus, organisations
increased the extent of sustainability reporting with an aim of increasing media coverage. A
similar argument was made by Zhang and Chen (2019). This paper stated that higher levels of
media pressure encouraged organisations to disclose more sustainability information in China
as it was an effective strategy for impression management. This paper further found that this
effect was stronger in organisations with more institutional investor shareholding and analyst
tracking. In conclusion, there is a strong indicator of the influence of media pressure/coverage

on the level of disclosing sustainability information.

2.3.2 Internal Contextual Factors

This sub-section reviews studies on the influence of internal contextual factors on forward-
looking information disclosure. Making forward-looking information disclosure is an internal
management decision. Prior literature found that internal contextual factors (e.g. governance
structures and reporting process) influenced management decisions about disclosures (see
Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2019; Enache and Hussainey, 2020). Hence, the review of the literature
regarding the influence of internal factors on forward-looking information disclosure allows
this study to explore the management’s perceptions of the influence of suppliers and customers

on this disclosure practice.
Governance Structures

The implementation of certain corporate governance mechanisms enhances reporting quality,
transparency, and the extent of forward-looking information disclosure (Cao et al., 2012;
Kusnadi et al., 2016; Appuhami and Tashakor, 2017; Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2019; Enache and
Hussainey, 2020). Garcia-Sanchez et al. (2019) discovered that the presence of the CSR
committee extensively increased the number of sustainability information disclosures and the
application of relevant reporting standards. Additionally, Appuhami and Tashakor (2017)
found the presence of the audit committee enhanced the reporting quality of forward-looking
information. According to this study, the audit committee worked as a corporate governance

mechanism to increase stakeholder accountability and transparency of corporate governance.

The implementation of corporate governance mechanisms is influenced by board composition
and board diversity. Firstly, board composition, as Paniagua et al. (2018) put it, is the
measurement of the percentage of independent directors to the total number of directors. Prior
studies (Wang and Hussainey, 2013; Arayssi et al., 2020) stated that board composition was
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deemed to influence the amount of forward-looking information disclosure. As Arayssi et al.
(2020) argued, directors are not tied to short-term financial performance, if they dominated the
board, they were likely to have the opportunity to encourage the management to disclose more
forward-looking information. According to this study, independent directors worked as a
regulatory role and reduced agency problems by pushing forward-looking information
disclosure practices. Secondly, board diversity refers to the variation of gender, race, age,
tenure, power, and experts among board members (Harjoto et al., 2015). This sort of variation
had been reported to bring a positive influence on the level of forward-looking information
disclosure (Kili¢ and Kuzey, 2018; Hollindale et al., 2019; Arayssi et al., 2020). For instance,
Hollindale et al. (2019) reported a significant increase in forward-looking information
disclosure when women were presented on the board. These women served as catalysts for
promoting such disclosures. On the contrary, CEO duality, where boards chaired by CEOs,
were less supportive of making extensive forward-looking information disclosure (Arayssi et
al., 2020).

Reporting Process

The reporting process determines whether organisations disclose forward-looking information
and the content of such disclosures (Abad and Bravo, 2018). For example, Dumay et al. (2019)
argued that board involvement could generally encourage forward-looking information
disclosure except for CEO duality. Also, the extent of stakeholder engagement can bring impact
on the level and nature of forward-looking information disclosure (Bellucci et al., 2019).
Specifically speaking, organisations that engaged with diverse stakeholders regularly, held the
aim of reducing information asymmetry and attempted to legitimate their activities by
disclosing more forward-looking information. In contrast, organisations which made minimum
efforts towards stakeholder engagement might underestimate the importance of forward-

looking issues in the organisational reports (Cho et al.,2015; Bui and de Villiers, 2017).

2.4 The Role of Corporate Reporting in Managing Supply Chain Relationships

Suppliers and customers provide essential resources for an organisation (Clarkson, 1995). To
secure resources from suppliers and customers, an organization has strong incentives to manage
relationships with them (Fontana and Egels-Zandén, 2019). Corporate reporting, as a
communicative channel between an organization and different stakeholders, plays an important

role in this regard. The following sections review previous studies on organisational reports
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and supplier and customer relationships and the usefulness of this reporting practice in

managing supply chain relationships.

2.4.1 Studies on Organisational Reports and Supplier and Customer Relationships
Prior studies examined public reporting concerning suppliers and customers in detail can be
categorised into financial reports and narrative disclosures. The following paragraphs present

each category respectively.
Studies on Financial Reports

Prior studies that examined corporate reporting concerning suppliers and customers mainly
focused on how the management of an organisation used financial reports including forward-

looking information to manage supply chain relationships.

Firstly, using financial reports containing forward-looking information is a way of earnings
management. For example, an early study by Bowen et al. (1995) found that organisations
chose long-term income-increasing accounting methods when implicit claims (i.e. Implicit
claims reflect promises of quality, good working conditions, and service levels which are not
explicitly stated in any contracts) existed between organisations and their suppliers and
customers. That is, managers used financial reports to show stable future performance to
maintain a long-term relationship with suppliers and customers. Moreover, Raman and Shahrur
(2008) argued that managers used earnings management to influence suppliers’ and customers’
perceptions of an organisation’s prospects and, consequently, therefore influence their
investment decisions. Investigating from the CFO’s perspective, Graham et al. (2005)
conducted a survey of CFOs and reported that the majority of them believed using earnings
management to show future performance and prospects was useful in supplier and customer

relationship management.

Secondly, organisations disclose forward-looking information in financial reports when the
transactions with supply chain partners involve relationship-specific investments. For instance,
Dou et al. (2013) found that managers used accruals to signal the willingness to fulfil implicit
claims and maintain long-term relationships when they needed relationship-specific
investments which were made by other supply chain parties. Also, Hui et al. (2012) argued that
organisations tended to manage future performance using financial reports when they had made
the relationship-specific investment as the bargaining powers of suppliers and customers were

greater in this case. Similarly, Crawford et al. (2020) found that when a customer engaged in a
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relationship-specific investment, the supplier made more frequent sales forecasts to signal

positive prospects.

Thirdly, organisations use financial reports containing forward-looking information to gain
favourable trading terms when negotiating supply chain contracts. For example, through the
examination of supply chain contracts, Costello (2013) found that transaction parties relied on
financial reports to make agreements and terms of trade. This study further indicated that the
covenants included in the supply contracts were based on accounting information and the
number of covenants was increasing when involving relationship-specific investments and
information asymmetry is greater. Another more recent study conducted by Yin et al. (2020)
indicated that managers may manipulate financial reports to gain financing from supply chain
parties. This study also showed that customers’ misreporting led to the supplier’s

overinvestments and influenced the supplier’s future performance negatively.

The above-mentioned empirical studies have provided evidence on the role of financial reports
containing forward-looking information in managing supply chain relationships. This line of

research had been well-established and paved the way for future research.
Studies on Narrative Disclosures

Despite the fact that financial reports provided suppliers and customers with an important
source of information, their information needs were not limited to accounting information
because of business innovation and sustainability concerns (Healy and Palepu, 2001; Gimenez
and Tachizawa, 2012; Burritt and Schaltegger, 2014; Arayssi et al., 2020). According to recent
studies (Athanasakou and Hussainey, 2014; Miller and Skinner, 2015; Bozanic et al., 2018; Lai
et al.,, 2018; Chen et al., 2019; Zhang and Chen, 2019), more narrative forward-looking
information disclosure, such as that in a CSR report, sustainability report, and narrative
description of financial forecasts, was used by organisations to describe their current and future
performance. This type of disclosure was found to present more informational content than

financial reports.

Regarding the benefits of using narrative disclosures concerning suppliers and customers, Li
(2010) argued that information in the narrative disclosure had stronger explanatory power in
predicting future performance. Moreover, Athanasakou and Hussainey (2014) stated that
narrative disclosure about earnings forecasts increased the credibility and quality of disclosures.
Accordingly, Bozanic et al. (2018) found that the narrative disclosure about an organisation’s

prospects triggered more stakeholders’ responses than mere accounting forecasts. Building on
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corporate reporting and supply chain relationship literature, Chen et al. (2019) offered evidence
of a correlation between narrative disclosure quality and supply chain parties’ investment
efficiency. In conclusion, when recent studies on corporate reporting concerning suppliers and
customers extended to narrative disclosure, the positive role of narrative disclosures was

proved and received great research attention.

2.4.2 The Usefulness of Public Organisational Reports in Managing Supplier and Customer
Relationships

Organisations might disclose information to suppliers and customers privately for the purpose
of reducing proprietary costs and reporting costs. Considering different perspectives, prior
studies expressed different thoughts on why both organisations and suppliers and customers
preferred public disclosures. The following paragraphs review relevant studies from the

viewpoints of both organisations and suppliers and customers.
From the Viewpoint of Organisations

From an organization’s view, managers often use organisational reports to signal its reputation
and image (Hasseldine et al., 2005; Steyn, 2014; Pérez et al., 2017) as organisations with high
reputations were considered more attractive partners (Macleod, 2007; Harrison et al., 2010,
Dyer et al., 2018). Due to the higher cost of reputation loss, these organisations were more
likely to fulfil explicit or implicit contract terms. Given the importance of reputation in the
value creation process, Raithel and Schwaiger (2016) argued that an organisation’s reputation
perceived by other stakeholders created more shareholder value than the one perceived by
investors. Building upon this argument, Baumgartner et al. (2020) found that an organisation’s
reputation perceived by its stakeholders significantly influenced the organisation’s going
concern. In addition, multiple studies (e.g. Steyn, 2014; Pérez et al., 2017; Varadarajan, 2017)
reported that organisations used different organisational reports (e.g. CSR report, sustainability
report, and integrate report) to signal their economic, social, and environmental reputations to
diverse stakeholders in recent years. Specifically, regarding the studies on organisational
reports and supply chain management, Athanasakou and Hussainey (2014) suggested that
disclosures may influence suppliers’ and customers’ perceptions Of an organisation’s
reputation. From this finding, Varadarajan (2017) stated that reputation was considered by
organisations as a competitive advantage and could increase relational transactions with supply
chain partners. To conclude, these studies showed that suppliers and customers rely upon public

organisational reports to assess an organisation’s reputation and make trading decisions. In turn,
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an organisation can use organisational reports for enhancing its reputation and further manage

its supply chain relationships.

Furthermore, most international organisations deal with suppliers and customers from different
regions and industries. Disclosing all required information by stakeholders in one public
channel was argued to be more cost-effective than having private conversations with each
supplier and customer (Fallan and Fallan, 2009). This rationalises an organisation’s decision
of using public organisational reports to inform suppliers and customers and manage

relationships with them.
From the Viewpoint of Suppliers and Customers

From the perspectives of suppliers and customers, prior studies examined the usefulness of
public organisational reports in managing supply chain relationships and identified reasons for
demanding public reports. Firstly, public organisational reports were more reliable as they are
subject to the scrutiny of outsiders (Modugu and Eboigbe, 2017). For instance, the publication
of organisational reports must comply with well-established accounting standards and relevant
laws, and be regulated by regulatory bodies (e.g. Financial Reporting Committee and the Codes
and Standards Committee) (FRC, 2018). Public organisational reports are also viewed by
investors and analysts. This reduced the litigation risk since the chance that an organisation
issued overly optimistic prospects can be lessened (Rogers et al., 2011; Laux and Stocken,
2012).

Secondly, Graham et al. (2005) stated that an organisation might be reluctant to make
management forecasts voluntarily since this activity can be considered as an organisation’s
implicit commitment to achieving the management forecasts. In other words, if an organisation
chose to make such public disclosure, suppliers and customers would perceive the value of the
disclosed information was higher for them to make decisions as the organisation expected to

maintain the consistency of disclosures.

Thirdly, regarding the disadvantages of private disclosures, suppliers and customers may
perceive that an organisation may distort the information delivered through private channels
for self-interest (Cachon and Lariviere, 2001; Ha et al., 2011; Chod et al., 2020). For example,
customers may inflate their demand forecast to induce suppliers to produce more specific
products. This can benefit an organisation since supplies will be available if demand exceeds
the initial forecasts; yet, it is costly for the suppliers’ building capacity of producing the
products. More importantly, the information obtained via private disclosures cannot be verified
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immediately (Cachon and Lariviere, 2001) unless a personal connection exists (Chen et al.,
2021).

In conclusion, public disclosures, viewed as an important channel of obtaining information
about an organisation, play an important role in reducing information asymmetry between an
organisation and its suppliers and customers. Hence, it is reasonable to expect that suppliers

and customers would demand organisations to disclose forward-looking information.

2.5 Stakeholders’ Demands and Organisation’s Motivations Regarding Forward-looking
Information Disclosure Concerning Suppliers and Customers

Stakeholder refers to “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement
of the organisation’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984, p. 46). Clarkson (1995, p.106) provided a
detailed definition of stakeholders as “persons or groups that have, or claim, ownership, rights,
or interests in a corporation and its activities, past, present, or future. Such claimed rights or
interests are the results of transactions with, or actions taken by, the corporation, and maybe
legal or moral, individual, or collective.” Clarkson (1995) classified stakeholders into two
groups based on their interests, claims, or rights, namely the primary stakeholder group and the
secondary stakeholder group. Primary stakeholder group includes investors, employees,
customers, suppliers, governments, and communities, is one without whose continuing
participation the organisation cannot survive as a going concern. Secondary stakeholder groups
are those who influence or affect or are influenced or affected by, the organisation, but they are
not engaged in transactions with the organisation. These stakeholders are not essential for an

organisation’s survival, comprising media and special interest groups.

Various studies have investigated the influence of financial stakeholders (i.e. primary
stakeholders), such as investors, on forward-looking information disclosure behaviours (Martin
and Moser 2016; Asay et al. 2017; Li et al., 2020). A growing number of studies have found
that other stakeholders also played a role in forward-looking information disclosure (Boesso
and Kumar, 2007; Hui et al., 2012; Williams and Adams, 2013; Harrison and van der Laan
Smith, 2015; Bellucci et al., 2019; Egbon and Mgbame, 2020). Yet, among all stakeholders,
less attention was paid to the influence of suppliers and customers on disclosure decisions,
especially forward-looking information disclosure. The following sections review the literature
regarding stakeholders’ demands and organisations’ motivations to make forward-looking

information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.
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2.5.1 The Importance of Forward-looking Information to Suppliers and Customers

This sub-section reviews the literature on the importance of forward-looking information for
suppliers and customers to make trading decisions. Prior literature explained why suppliers and
customers demand forward-looking information from three perspectives, including transaction
decision-making, concerns about opportunistic behaviours of transaction parties, and
sustainable supply chain management. The following paragraphs discuss each perspective

respectively.

Firstly, in order to support a unique transaction with an organisation, suppliers and customers
may make relationship-specific investments. For example, suppliers may invest in physical
assets to produce special parts for a particular client and customers may invest in time and
human capital to develop capabilities for using a specific product (Brush et al., 2012). This
kind of investment might be risky because the value created by these investments was strongly
dependent on the continued relationships with the organisation and its future performance
(Crawford et al., 2020). Once an organisation reneges on contractual obligations or behaves
opportunistically, suppliers and customers inevitably bear additional risks. Under normal
conditions, organisations do not behave in these ways as organisations can benefit from
repeated transactions with suppliers and customers in terms of favourable trading terms (Taylor
and Plambeck, 2007). However, to the extent that the organisation behaves opportunistically,
these investments will turn into under-investment, which was referred to as “hold-up” problems
by (Williamson, 1979). Consequently, these “hold-up” problems reduce profitability (Dou et
al., 2013). Although these risks can be avoided by writing formal contracts, it is very costly to
cover all contingencies in one contract (Dyer et al., 2018). Thus, few organisations had supply
contracts in every transaction (Costello, 2013), which is consistent with the conventional view
that implicit contracts dominate the organisation-supplier/customer relationships (Bower et al.,
1995; Raman and Shahrur, 2008).

The relationship-specific investments can hardly generate value for suppliers and customers
outside the relationships owing to the specific nature (Dou et al., 2013; Hoskisson et al., 2018),
only if the expected gains exceed the current investment cost motivates them to make such
investments. To assess future gains, several studies (Raman and Shahrur, 2008; Dou et al.,
2013; Chen et al., 2019) indicated that supply chain parties relied on forward-looking
information in organisational reports (e.g. financial reports and sustainability reports) to assess
an organisation’s prospects and to make investment decisions. Building on these works, Chen

et al. (2019) found that the linguistic quality of forward-looking information disclosure is
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positively related to the investment efficiency of supply chain parties. That is, suppliers and
customers may use forward-looking information disclosure to assess an organisation’s
prospects and make investment decisions. On the contrary, organisations can create significant
value from the relationship-specific investments made by suppliers and customers. For
example, Revilla and Knoppen (2015) and Dyer et al. (2018) argued that every supply chain
party can create value when they shared knowledge and make customised investments to the
partner. Furthermore, organisations can negotiate favourable terms (such as price, payment
method, and timely payment) when other parties made relationship investments (Raman and
Shahrur, 2008; Dou et al., 2013). These benefits provide organisations with incentives to
disclose forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers to induce supply

chain parties to make relationship-specific investments.

Secondly, as abovementioned, suppliers and customers demand forward-looking information
due to the concerns about opportunistic behaviours of organisations, especially when there is
no legal bonding (Schilke and Cook, 2015). Formal safeguards (e.g. contracts) increase
suppliers’ and customers’ confidence when trading with an organisation (Schilke and Cook,
2015). Meanwhile, suppliers and customers see informal safeguards (e.g. reputation and trust)
as a substitute for formal safeguards when they participate in a range of highly interdependent
activities with an organisation (Li et al., 2010; Dyer et al., 2018). Based on these findings,
research on supply chain relationships has established that information about an organisation’s
intangibles, such as reputation and trustworthiness, is related to both existing and potential
suppliers’ and customers’ trading decisions (Harrison, 2010; Revilla and Knoppen, 2015; Dyer

etal., 2018).

In terms of reputation, academics acknowledged that a highly reputed organisation is more
attractive for suppliers and customers to develop a long-term and repeated relationship
(Macleod, 2007; Harrison et al., 2010; Dyer et al., 2018). As mentioned earlier, the
relationships between an organisation and its suppliers and customers involved implicit claims,
such as timely payments from customers and quality products from suppliers (Bowen et al.,
1995). Implicit claims can be breached unilaterally since they are not protected by legal
contracts. Addressing this issue, Bull (1987) argued that reputation can prevent this form of
breach. Therefore, an organisation which maintains long-term relationships with its stakeholder
receives a reputational “premium” for fulfilling its implicit commitments (Macleod, 2007).
This premium allows an organisation to create economic value through the negotiation of

favourable trading terms in future transactions (Dou et al., 2013; Dyer et al., 2018). That is, as
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the reputation brings more value, organisations will continue to fulfil the implicit claims (Rhee
and Haunschild, 2006). More recently, Mesic et al. (2018) further confirmed that reputation
positively influenced supply chain performance. However, Raman and Shahrur (2008) stressed
that the information asymmetry between an organisation and its suppliers and customers could
limit their abilities to evaluate the organisation’s future reputational gains and ability to fulfil
implicit claims. That is, forward-looking information plays a role in reducing such information
asymmetry and mitigating suppliers’ and customers’ concerns about the uncertainties of the
transactions (Bozanic et al., 2018). In return, positive prospect disclosures benefit an
organisation in developing positive reputation among existing and potential suppliers and

customers (Quintana-Garcia et al., 2021).

As for trustworthiness, Dyer et al. (2018) argued that trust is a crucial factor to maintain a long-
term relationship in the supply chain under the condition that no legal restrictions exist and to
reduce opportunistic behaviours. Sabel (1993, p.1133) defined trust as “the mutual confidence
that no party to an exchange will exploit another’s vulnerabilities”. Suppliers and customers
are likely to remain trading relationships with the same partner when the cost of switching to
other transaction parties is high. By exploring these switching costs, organisations can take
competitive advantage of trading terms negotiations in the following transactions (Brush et al.,
2012). This would place suppliers and customers in a passive position. Consequently, the
information about the willingness of an organisation to build trust in the future supply chain
relationship is vital for suppliers and customers. Regarding the incentives of organisations to
respond to signal trustworthiness using forward-looking information disclosure, prior studies
(Burritt and Schaltegger, 2014; Revilla and Knoppen, 2015; Herrera, 2016) argued that seeking
collaboration with supply chain partners created more value than traditional ways (e.g.
relational transactions and resources exchange). In this case, forward-looking information
regarding reputation and image is crucial for suppliers and customers as they may share
sensitive information and critical resources with the organisation for a long time (Dyer et al.,
2018). Therefore, in order to create more value in the competitive business environment, it is
rational for organisations to use forward-looking information disclosure to signal their
reputation and trustworthiness. To conclude, organisations have incentives to disclose forward-
looking information concerning suppliers and customers to manage reputation and trust, reduce

information asymmetry, and attract suppliers and customers.

Thirdly, sustainability and sustainable business development is a prominent topic among

accounting, management, and marketing literature (Sharma and Henriques, 2005; Burritt and
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Schaltegger, 2014; Adams, 2017a; Bui and de Villiers, 2017; Varadarajan, 2017; Tiwari et al.,
2021). Organisations affirmed their responsibility towards the whole society in both
commercial and non-commercial operations (Valdez-Juérez et al., 2018). Integrating social and
environmental concerns into operations is a way for organisations to take their moral roles and
it is deemed to have an influence on the supply chain parties (Burritt and Schaltegger, 2014;
Tiwari et al., 2021). Prior studies (Pagell and Wu, 2009; Walker and Jones, 2012; Jabbarzadeh
et al., 2018) found that socially and environmentally responsible organisations got more secure
supply chain contracts, and these organisations demanded their supply chain parties to be
equally responsible. This means that the responsible behaviour is expected to be transferred
along with the whole supply chain. Suppliers and customers, therefore, may be concerned about
the sustainability issues and performance of their trading partners, such as child labour,
workplace safety, and environment-friendly products (Burritt and Schaltegger, 2014; Deegan
and Islam, 2014). On the contrary, if an organisation failed to demonstrate sustainability in its
business activities (e.g. decreasing value or damaging reputation, refers to Adams and
McNicholas (2007) and Bebbington et al. (2008) for more information), it might also
negatively affect other supply chain parties’ businesses and sustainability performance

(Gimenez and Tachizawa, 2012; Varadarajan, 2017).

To conclude, suppliers and customers are concerned about opportunistic behaviours of
transaction parties when making trading and investment decisions. This concern can be reduced
by building a long-term and trusted relationship with an organisation. To build this type of
relationship, suppliers and customers would demand forward-looking information to assess an
organisation’s future performance. In turn, organisations would disclose forward-looking
information to signal performance and reputation, especially in the sustainable supply chain,

to attract suppliers and customers.

2.5.2 Other stakeholders’ Information Needs

This sub-section reviews prior studies on other stakeholders’ information demands for forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. This line of research is
reviewed, because other stakeholders, such as investors, analysts, governments, and regulators
have significant influences on reporting behaviours. As presented in Section 2.5.1,
organisations incorporate suppliers’ and customers’ interests into forward-looking information
disclosure in response to suppliers’ and customers’ information demands. In addition to this
reason, organisations may disclose forward-looking information concerning suppliers and

customers with an aim to respond to other stakeholders’ information demands.
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Investors and Analysts

Literature suggests that investors and analysts consider forward-looking information when
making investment decisions and assessing an organisation’s performance. For example,
Hussainey et al. (2003) stated that narrative forward-looking information on profits helped
investors to predict future earnings changes more accurately. Kempf et al. (2015) suggested
that investors would be better off relying on forward-looking information when selecting an
optimal portfolio. From Hassanein et al.’s (2019) investigation of the relationship between
narrative forward-looking information in the annual reports and investors’ valuation of UK
companies, the authors suggested that investors’ valuation of an organisation was positively

influenced by forward-looking information audited by a larger auditor.

As for the analysts’ perception of forward-looking information, Beretta and Bozzolan (2008)
applied a self-developed framework to examine the influence of forward-looking information
disclosure on analysts’ forecasts in Italian companies. The paper illustrated that forward-
looking information disclosure enhanced the accuracy and decreased the dispersion of analysts’
forecasts. Bozzolan et al. (2009) carried out a similar study using a sample of cross-listed
European companies and identified the same effects. Based on these works, Bozanic et al.
(2018) further classified forward-looking information disclosure into “forecast-like”
(quantitative statements about earnings) and “other”/“non-forecast-like” (qualitative
descriptions). Analysing with the modified framework, this paper indicated that the disclosure
of quantitative information (e.g. earnings announcements) together with a greater proportion

of qualitative forward-looking information improved the accuracy of analyst earnings estimates.

Research on the importance of forward-looking information specifically concerning suppliers
and customers to investors and analysts is scarce. Giannakis and Papadopoulos (2016) argued
that forward-looking information regarding the sustainable supply chain, supplier and customer
relationships, and associated risks triggered intense reactions from investors and analysts.
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that organisations may disclose forward-looking

information concerning suppliers and customers because of investors and analysts.
Governments and Regulators

Governments and regulators are powerful stakeholders in driving sustainability development,
especially for sustainable supply chain development (Kaur and Lodhia, 2018). Multiple studies
attempted to explore their influences on certain types of forward-looking information

disclosure, namely sustainability information and risk information disclosures; yet few studies
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investigate whether these stakeholders specifically demand forward-looking information

disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.

From the investigation of 99 Spanish companies, Prado-Lorenzo et al. (2009) found that
governments and regulations, together with the strategic posture of an organisation, had an
important effect on the publication of sustainability reports. The study further indicated that
governments and regulations brought strong momentum for changing and affecting the practice
of sustainability reporting. Frost et al. (2012) concluded the same findings by using a case study
of an Australian local council. Kaur and Lodhia (2018) carried out a case study of Australian
local councils to explore how governments and regulators were engaged in the sustainability
accounting and reporting processes. This paper found that the involvement of government and
regulatory bodies in the reporting process encouraged an organisation’s sustainable supply
chain strategy development and relevant disclosures. In terms of the influence of governments
and regulators on risk disclosures, Manes-Rossi et al. (2017) used content analysis to explore
risk disclosure in management commentary in the annual reports and IR of Italian companies.
The results illustrated that organisations paid great attention to environmental, health and safety,
and customer satisfaction after adopting IR, and governments and regulators played significant
roles in promoting the extent of risk disclosures. These studies confirmed the role of
governments and regulators in sustainability and risk information disclosures, which contain
information in relation to supply chain management and associated risks. Therefore,
organisations would disclose this information in order to comply with relevant laws and
regulations. Hence, it is reasonable to expect that organisations integrate supplier- and
customer-related information into forward-looking information disclosure for the purpose of

responding to other stakeholders’ demands.

2.6 The Credibility of Forward-looking Information Disclosure

Most types of forward-looking information disclosure are voluntary and are consisted of
diverse subject matters presented in diverse forms, as mentioned in Section 2.2. That is,
forward-looking information disclosure is at risk of lacking credibility and serving
organisations’ own interests (Dou et al., 2013; Quintana-Garcia et al., 2021). In the following
sections, literature regarding the incentives to misrepresent forward-looking information and
the perceptions of stakeholders on the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure are

presented respectively.
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2.6.1 Organisation’s Incentives to Misrepresent Forward-looking Information

Prior literature suggests that organisations have incentives to bias forward-looking information
disclosure. Rogers and Stocken (2005) found that organisations often had incentives to
misrepresent forward-looking information for self-interest. However, such reporting behaviour
was constrained by the probability of misrepresented information being detected and punished.
That is, the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure depends on both organisation
incentives and the abilities of report users to discover the misrepresentations. For instance,
Krause et al. (2017) stated that the litigation environment was associated with the credibility
of forward-looking information disclosure as the litigation risk made it less likely for
organisations to manipulate forward-looking information. However, a strict litigation
environment may discourage organisations from making different types of forward-looking
information disclosure unless it is mandatory (Johnson et al., 2001; Chen et al., 2008). Thus,
the level of regulation needs to be balanced with the misrepresentation and promotion of

forward-looking information disclosure.

Moreover, the competitive environment is also found to be a factor that influences the
credibility of forward-looking information. For instance, prior studies argued that an
organisation in a more competitive environment tended to disclose pessimistic prospects to
prevent more competitors from entering the same industry (Newman and Sansing, 1993;
Rogers and Stocken, 2005). Other studies demonstrated that organisations facing more
competition were less likely to change forward-looking information disclosed in the
organisational reports compare to previous reports (Brown and Tucker; 2011; Hassanein and
Hussainey, 2015). Unchanged forecasts and other types of forward-looking information are
less credible evidenced by the negative market reaction (Hirst et al., 2007; Ball et al., 2012).
Therefore, the competitive environment in which an organisation operates is related to the

credibility of its forward-looking information disclosure.

Furthermore, an organisation’s financial conditions affect the credibility of its forward-looking
information disclosure. For instance, Rogers and Stocken (2005) stated that organisations’
incentives to issue distorted forward-looking information disclosure varied with their financial
conditions. Specifically, organisations facing financial distress were more inclined to make
optimistic forecasts to manipulate stakeholders’ perceptions regarding their prospects (Rogers
and Stocken, 2005; Shivakumar et al., 2011; Cheng et al., 2017). These optimistic forecasts,
often referred to as “good news”, were less credible than “bad news”, such as negative earnings

forecasts (Merkley et al., 2013; Guan et al., 2020). Prior studies found that stakeholders
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inherently reacted to “bad news” in relation to forward-looking information (Rogers and
Stocken, 2005; Ng et al., 2013) even without verifiable statements (Hutton et al., 2003).
Positive forward-looking information raises stakeholders’ concerns that organisations may
intend to avoid bad news and have not provided the whole picture of the organisation
(D’ Augusta, 2018). Therefore, the financial condition of an organisation is associated with the

credibility of its forward-looking information disclosure.

2.6.2 The Perception of Stakeholders on the Credibility of Forward-looking Information
Disclosure

As mentioned in the previous section, organisations’ incentives to misrepresent forward-
looking information are related to how stakeholders perceive the credibility of their forward-
looking information disclosures (Rogers and Stocken, 2005). A great number of previous
studies focused on examining the perceptions of analysts and investors about forward-looking
information disclosure (Hussainey et al., 2003; Schleicher et al., 2007; Bozanic et al., 2018).
In terms of analysts’ perceptions, Hussainey et al. (2003) applied a content analysis software
package to identify narrative forward-looking information in corporate reports, indicating that
the level of forward-looking information disclosure was positively associated with share price
anticipation of future earnings. Schleicher et al. (2007) reported a similar result and extended
this finding to the loss firms. As for investors’ perceptions, Kim and Shi (2011) stated that
forward-looking information was associated with the cost of equity capital. Bozanic et al. (2018)
found that forward-looking information influenced the perception of investors about the firm
value. The revision of these studies shows that forward-looking information is useful for
investors and analysts to make decisions. Yet, these prior studies did not provide clear
evidence/conclusion on how investors and analysts perceive the credibility of forward-looking

information disclosure.

There are studies on other stakeholders’ perceptions of the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure. Concerning regulators’ and policymakers’ views, Elgammal et al.
(2018) argued that the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure was of interest to
regulators and policymakers as it was effective for them to set reporting requirements. Likewise,
Menicucci (2018) stated that standard-setters placed their actions on report users’ perceptions
of organisational reports. These perceptions affected standard-setting and the promotion of
relevant reporting frameworks (e.g. the <IR> Framework). In terms of suppliers’ and customers’
views, Bowen et al. (1995) stated that forward-looking information disclosure was less

informative as organisations used earnings management to opportunistically influenced
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suppliers’ and customers’ perceptions of their future performance. The purpose of this action
was to create short-term value. Building on this early study, Raman and Shahrur (2008) found
that this earnings management did create short-term value for organisations. It was evident in
this paper that suppliers and customers made more relationship-specific investments after an
organisation showed a stable future performance using earnings management. However, the
duration of these supplier and customer relationships was short. Contrarily, Hui et al. (2012)
and Dou et al. (2013) argued that organisations disclosed forward-looking information to
reduce information asymmetry and to improve the information environment to supply chain
parties; thus, it contained an informational value for them to make decisions. Moreover, Chen
etal. (2019) suggested that quality forward-looking information increased supply chain parties’
investment efficiency. That is, suppliers and customers saw forward-looking information as
credible information, and therefore, relied on this information to make relationship-specific
investment decisions. In conclusion, different groups of stakeholders’ perceptions of the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure were investigated; yet, no solid
conclusion was drawn. This makes the investigation of the organisations’ and stakeholders’
perceptions of the characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking information

disclosure worthy.

Sustainability information is an important category of forward-looking information, as
mentioned in Section 2.2. Organisations consider sustainability reporting a means to reflect the
interest of various stakeholders in socially and environmentally responsible business practices
(Karaman et al., 2018; Khan et al., 2021). Therefore, there is a stream of studies specifically
examining the credibility of sustainability reporting. However, despite the growing trend of
sustainability reporting, there are still questions and concerns about corporate hypocrisy to
address (Dando and Swift, 2003; Tiwari et al., 2021). Corporate hypocrisy is defined as an
organisation failing to deliver its commitments (Wagner et al., 2009). Accordingly, corporate
hypocrisy can be reflected in a perceived gap by stakeholders between the business’s
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the organisation’s practice towards the sustainable
supply chain (Ha-Brookshire, 2017). Thus, it is vital for both organisations and stakeholders to
verify the credibility of sustainability information and information relevant to the supply chain.
In this sense, organisations have incentives to signal credible sustainability information.
Bernardi and Stark (2018) found that this signal was positively related to financial performance.
In a similar spirit, Feng et al. (2018) demonstrated that sustainability was favourable in terms

of enhancing an organisation’s reputation and can ultimately strengthen its financial

27



performance. Contrarily, other studies (e.g. Boiral, 2013; Gold and Heikkurinen, 2017) stated
that the sustainability disclosure in response to the stakeholders’ information demands was
merely impression management and generally lacked credibility and transparency. Therefore,
further study is needed to explore such disagreements.

2.7 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has reviewed the literature on forward-looking information disclosure, with an
emphasis on the nature and the determinants of forward-looking information disclosure,
motivations of making forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers, and the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure as perceived by

different stakeholders.

This chapter first discusses information categories and the emergence of forward-looking
information. It then reviews the literature on the determinants of making forward-looking
information disclosure and reveals that internal contextual factors are less examined than
general contextual factors. It highlights the need to examine the motivations for making

forward-looking information disclosure by engaging with organisations.

This chapter then reviews the literature on corporate reporting and supply chain management.
The review confirms the importance of forward-looking information for various stakeholders
to make decisions and suggests motivations for organisations to make forward-looking
information disclosure. It is important to state that forward-looking information is essential for
suppliers and customers to make trading and investment decisions, in turn, organisations rely
on suppliers’ and customers’ resources for survival. However, relevant literature indicates that
current studies paid less attention to how do suppliers and customers engage with organisations

on forward-looking information disclosure.

This chapter finally reviews studies in relation to the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure. Several studies questioned the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
and identified incentives for organisations to misrepresent forward-looking information
disclosure. Furthermore, stakeholders’ perceptions of the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure vary. Hence, this literature review identified that the topic of the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure needs further exploration, especially the
aspect of how to enhance the credibility of this disclosure practice. Noteworthily, no prior
studies specifically focused on the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure

concerning suppliers and customers. In addition, the investigation of the characteristics that
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enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers will add value to the exploration of the motivations for forward-looking information

disclosure.

The next chapter introduces the context and the background of this thesis.
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CHAPTER THREE: BACKGROUND OF INTEGRATED REPORTING

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter reviews the literature on forward-looking information disclosure. This
chapter presents studies on forward-looking information in IR, where this study situates. The
number of research on IR published in top accounting journals (e.g. Critical Perspectives on
Accounting; Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal; British Accounting Review)
has been increasing in recent years (Adams, 2015; Bernardi and Stark, 2018; Cerbone and
Maroun, 2020). Considered a new reporting approach, both academia and the accounting
industry still suggest that there are many issues to be addressed (Steyn, 2014; Flower, 2015).
This chapter presents the information and literature about IR in order to provide a clear
overview of this thesis’s research background. In this chapter, Section 3.2 describes the
background of IIRC and the Value Reporting Foundation (VRF). Section 3.3 introduces IR and
integrated thinking with definitions of key terminologies. Section 3.4 explains the emergence
of IR and different approaches to IR. Critiques of IR are presented in Section 3.5 for the purpose
of offering critical views of IR. Narrowing down the focus of IR based on the research
objectives of this study, the revision of the literature on the promotion of IR and forward-
looking information disclosure practice in the integrated reports are discussed in Section 3.6

and Section 3.7 respectively. Finally, Section 3.8 summarises this chapter.

3.2 Background of IIRC and the Value Reporting Foundation

Formed by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the Prince of Wales’ Accounting for
Sustainability Projects in August, the International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC)
pursues the aim of creating a conceptual framework for the preparation of a concise and user-
oriented corporate report. This specific form of report is entitled “Integrated Report” (IIRC,
2010). According to its self-description, IIRC is “a global coalition of regulators, investors,
companies, standard setters, the accounting profession, academia and NGOs” (IIRC, 2021).
Regarding this council’s objectives, it aims to bring together “the view that communication
about value creation, preservation or erosion is the next step in the evolution of corporate
reporting” (IIRC, 2021). Holding such a motivation, IIRC issued the first discussion paper
“Towards Integrated Reporting — Communicating Value in the 21% Century”, also known as
the “IIRC pre-2013 Guidelines”, for triggering the development of an International Integrated
Reporting Framework (the <IR> Framework) in September 2011. This discussion paper was

open for public comments to anyone with an interest in IR regarding a set of questions raised
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by the IIRC. The respondents included standard-setters, companies, professional bodies,
accounting firms, coalitions, academics, stock exchanges, and not-for-profit organisations.
Given that this discussion paper stressed shareholder value creation, the respondents raised
different concerns regarding the scope of the audience, materiality issues, and the relations
between IR and other existing reporting frameworks (Reuter, M. and Messner, 2015). Also,
this discussion paper examined the issues raised by a subcommittee of the International
Association for Accounting Education and Research (IAAER) comprising international
accounting academics. After receiving a great number of stakeholders’ comments, the IIRC
released the Consultation Draft of the <IR> Framework in April 2013 (IIRC, 2013b). Several
months later in December 2013, after due process and with consideration of all stakeholder
comments, the IIRC launched the first final draft of the <IR> Framework. This final draft of
the <IR> Framework established Fundamental Concepts with seven Guiding Principles,
namely the Strategic focus and future orientation, Connectivity of information, Stakeholder
Relationships, Materiality, Conciseness, Reliability and Completeness, Consistency and
Comparability. Also, nine Content Elements, including Organisational overview and external
environment, Governance, Business model, Risks and opportunities, Strategy and resource
allocation, Performance, Outlook, Basis of preparation and presentation and General reporting
guidance (IIRC, 2013).

To enhance the quality, consistency, and accountability of corporate reporting, five leading
framework and standard-setting organisations, namely the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP),
the Climate Disclosure Standards Board (CDSB), GRI, IIRC, and the Sustainability
Accounting Standards Board (SASB), announced a shared vision for a comprehensive
corporate reporting system in September 2020 (SASB, 2020). This reporting system, which is
connected via IR, includes both financial accounting and sustainability (SASB, 2020). Finding
the collaborative work was essential for responding to global market demands for reporting
framework convergence, IIRC and SASB both expressed their intentions to merge into a
unified organisation, the Value Reporting Foundation (VRF). The merging act represents
significant progress towards simplifying the corporate reporting landscape since both entities
are focused on enterprise value creation (1IRC, 2021; SASB, 2021). The merger was formalised
in June 2021 (VRF, 2021).

VRF deems itself as a global non-profit organisation that help businesses and investors develop
a shared understanding of enterprise value—how it is created, preserved, or eroded. VRF

provides a sort of resources, including Thinking Principles, the <IR> Framework, and SASB
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Standards, which businesses or investors can apply alone or in combination based on their
individual needs (IIRC, 2021; SASB, 2021, VRF, 2021). Meanwhile, VRF builds a relationship
with the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) Foundation, which is an
International Accounting Standards Board and issues accounting standards. Both share a
similar motivation for developing corporate reporting. Following a consultation on the creation
of a Sustainability Standards Board, the IFRS Foundation has acknowledged the urgent demand
for global consistency and comparability in sustainability disclosure. The VRF supports this
direction and believes that existing frameworks and standards, together with the Task Force on
Climate-related Financial Disclosure’s (TCFD) recommendations, should act as the building
blocks for the IFRS to develop global sustainability standards relevant to enterprise value
creation (1IRC, 2021).

3.3 Introduction to Integrated Reporting and Integrated Thinking

An integrated report, as IIRC (2021, p.10) defines, is “a concise communication about how an
organisation’s strategy, governance, performance and prospects, in the context of its external
environment, lead to the creation, preservation or erosion of value over the short, medium and
long term”. IR, considered the latest innovation of corporate reporting (Lodhia, 2015), provides
a holistic picture of an organisation by not only focusing on financial performance but also
integrating economic, social, and environmental issues (Adams, 2015). What makes IR a
reporting innovation is its ability to address sustainability issues which traditional corporate
reporting practices fail to tackle as well as its contribution to a broader value-creation concept
in responding to the constantly-changing business environment (Adams and Simnett, 2011;
Adams, 2015). Regarding the aims of IR, on the one hand, IR provides insight into the resources
employed and relationships affected by an organisation. These resources are categorised as
“the six capitals” in the <IR> Framework, namely financial, manufactured, intellectual, human,
social and relationship, and natural capitals. On the other hand, IR seeks to explain the
interactions between an organisation and its external environment and capitals. This
specifically helps the stakeholders to understand the creation, preservation, or erosion of value
over the short/ medium/ long term. In other words, an integrated report benefits not only
providers of financial capital but also all stakeholders (e.g. employees, customers, suppliers,
business partners, local communities, legislators, regulators and policymakers) interested in an
organisation’s ability to create value over time (IIRC, 2021). It is important to note that IR does
not merely serve as a combination of the financial and sustainability reports. Yet, it is a concise

document that explains how sustainability is incorporated and implemented within an
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organisation’s strategies and business models, how an organisation manages its diverse
stakeholder relationships, and how financial and non-financial capitals are used in the value
creation process over time (Atkins and Maroun, 2014; de Villiers et al., 2014; de Villiers and
Maroun, 2018). In conclusion, an integrated report represents a shift to present a holistic picture

of an organisation.

One notion of the value creation process lies in the concept of integrated thinking (Rinaldi et

al., 2018). Integrated thinking is defined as “the active consideration by an organisation of the

relationships between its various operating and functional units and the capitals that the

organisation uses or affects.” (IIRC, 2021, p.3). This concept enables the discussion of the
connectivity and interdependencies between an array of factors influencing an organisation’s

ability to create value over time. For instance, a number of studies (e.g. Steyn, 2014; Adams,

2015; Al-Htaybat and von Alberti-Alhtaybat, 2018) showed that organisations had applied this
concept to determine the capitals used to create value and trade-offs between these capitals, the
organisation’s ability to respond to stakeholders’ legitimate needs and interests, business model

change in response to risks and opportunities and performance outcomes over time. IIRC (2021)
claimed that integrated thinking led to integrated decision-making and actions that consider the

creation, preservation or erosion of value over the short, medium and long term. Also,

integrated thinking was expected to lead to better integration of the information systems that

support internal and external reporting and communication, including the preparation of the

integrated report (IIRC, 2021).

Revising the definitions, objectives, and expectations of IR and the integrated thinking concept
in the <IR> Framework, a clear interrelation was identified between these two. IR supports
integrated thinking development as IR brings the concept of integrated thinking into practice.
In turn, integrated thinking facilitates IR by producing a concise report incorporating all
information that stakeholders demand to describe the value creation process over time (de
Villiers et al., 2017; Al-Htaybat and von Alberti-Alhtaybat, 2018). Hence, the more integrated
thinking is embedded into an organisation’s daily activities, the more natural information will
influence one’s decision-making and reporting. However, the implementation of integrated
thinking can be challenging (refer to section 2.5), and the adoption of IR must be built on a
solid foundation of integrated thinking. Otherwise, the application of the concept of integrated
thinking and the employment of IR cannot be carried out at the practical level (Lodhia, 2015).
In the <IR> Framework, IIRC (2021) explained the rationale of an organisation’s

implementation of IR and integrated thinking as follows.
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“At the core of the organisation is its business model, which draws on various

capitals as inputs and, through its business activities, converts them to

outputs (products, services, by-products and waste). The organisation’s

business activities and outputs lead to outcomes in terms of effects on the

capitals. The capacity of the business model to adapt to changes (e.qg. in the

availability, quality and affordability of inputs) can affect the organisation’s

longer-term viability.” (IIRC, 2021, p.21)
3.4 Emergence of IR and Approaches
The term IR reflects various reporting approaches rather than a particular kind of corporate
reporting (Dumay et al., 2016; Kannenberg and Schreck, 2019). Despite the fact that 1IRC
directs the development of IR policies and practices dominantly, IIRC was not the first one to
promote such a concept in this field (de Villiers et al., 2014). Before IIRC launched the first
version of the <IR> Framework, some organisations had already adopted an integrated
approach to corporate reporting by integrating social and environmental information into
annual or financial reports (Haller and Van Staden, 2014). Regarding the similarity between an
integrated approach and IR, both share the aim of integrating financial and non-financial
information in one report (Kannenberg and Schreck, 2019). However, as aforementioned, an
integrated report is more than a combination of the financial and sustainability report (Atkins
and Maroun, 2014; de Villiers et al., 2014; de Villiers and Maroun, 2018). Adopting an
integrating approach to corporate reporting cannot be directly considered as an integrated
report, nor does it adhere to the <IR> Framework (de Villiers et al., 2017.) Because of the
diversification and closely-related bonds of reporting approaches in nature, extent and
motivation (Rowbottom and Locke, 2013), an organisation might find it challenging to

differentiate IR from other approaches.

Based on the revision of studies on early IR practice, Dumay et al. (2016) identified four
reporting approaches to IR, namely the King Il Report on Governance for South Africa, One
Report, I1IRC pre-2013 guidelines and IIRC 2013 final guidelines. As King IV was released on
1 November 2016 and has been effective for financial years commencing from 1% April 2017,
this thesis replaced the King Il Report with the King IV for comparing different approaches.
In addition, as IIRC released an updated version of the IR Framework in 2021, the IIRC 2021

approach to IR was added for the comparison.

The main differences between these reporting approaches lie in the governance focus, intended
audience, and the level of integration, as presented in Tablel. Regarding the different
governance foci, the King IV Report is the only approach that includes a corporate governance

framework; yet, the other approaches are not corporate-governance-oriented and only

34



recommend disclosing governance-related issues. In terms of the different target audiences, the
King IV Report and One report are intended to satisfy all stakeholders’ information needs,
while the two 1IRC guidelines place major emphasis on the providers of financial capital. As
for the level of integration, the King IV Report allows IR to take the form of a single report or
dual reports (a distinguishable, prominent, and accessible part of another report which also
includes the annual financial statements and other reports that must be issued in compliance
with legal provisions) (King IV Committee, 2016). On the one hand, one report is presented
with a single document including both financial and non-financial information as well as the
impacts on each other (Eccles and Krzus 2010). On the other hand, IIRC pre-2013 guidelines
recommended organisations apply an IR as their primary report (IIRC, 2011). The IIRC 2013
guidelines allow organisations to adopt an IR alone or to position IR as a prominent part of
other reports (IIRC, 2013). Developing from the IIRC 2013 guidelines, the IIRC 2021
Framework further allows organisations to see this new approach as a prominent part of other
communications, such as analyst calls, or on a website (IIRC, 2021). This latest version
released by IIRC in January 2021 clarified concepts and simplified the guidance with the aim
of ensuring that the <IR> Framework is more applicable and robust (IIRC, 2021) (refer to
Appendix 1 for a detailed comparison of the 2013/2021 IIRC guidelines).

In short, the diversity of integrated reporting approaches leads to challenges for organisations
when they applied them in their annual or financial reports. Each of these IR approaches shares
similarities and differences in different aspects (e.g. the governance focus, intended audience,

and the level of integration).
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Table 1: Differences in IR approaches

Governance focus

Intended audience

Level of integration

King IV (Report on
Governance for
South Africa, 2016)

Prescribes the provision of a corporate
governance framework alongside
sustainability issues that have an
impact on the business and its

financial performance

Benefit all

stakeholders

Integrated reporting can take the form of a single

report or dual reports

One Report (Eccles
and Krzus 2010)

No emphasis on governance-related

issues, but recommend disclosing

Stakeholders at large

Recommend a single document which includes
financial and non-financial information and their

impact on each other

IIRC pre-2013
guidelines (IIRC
2011)

No emphasis on governance-related

issues, but recommend disclosing

Primarily financial
capital providers, but
also benefit other

stakeholders

Integrated report is a single report that incorporates
financial information with sustainability information.
The 1IRC anticipates the integrated report becomes
an organisation’s primary report, replacing rather

than adding to existing requirements

IIRC, 2013
Guidelines
(IIRC,2013)

No emphasis on governance-related

issues, but recommend disclosing

Primarily financial
capital providers, but
also benefit other

stakeholders

Incorporating financial information with
sustainability information either in a standalone
integrated report or be included as a distinguishable,

prominent and accessible part of another report
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IIRC, 2021
Framework (IIRC,
2021)

No emphasis on governance-related

issues, but recommend disclosing

Further emphasis on
financial capital
providers, but also
other key
stakeholders, such as,
employees, customers

and regulators

Incorporating financial information with
sustainability information either in a standalone
report or be included as a distinguishable, prominent
and accessible part of another report or

communication

Based on the studies by Dumay et al. (2016) and Kannenberg and Schreck (2019)
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3.5 Critiques of IR

With the increasing number of adoptions and developments of IR, multiple studies examined
the usefulness of IR and raised questions about how IR influences organizational changes,
stakeholder accountability, and reporting quality. The following sections look into these three

questions respectively.

3.5.1 Organisational Change

Based on the calls for reporting reform, IR intends to drive organizational change by integrating
the issues that shape organizational performance through integrated thinking (1IRC, 2013; Feng
et al., 2017; Higgins et al., 2019). Early IR advocates were optimal and ambitious, arguing IR
can lead to a significant change in organizational behaviours (Eccles and Krzus, 2010). These
advocates expected the change could further influence strategic decision-making,
improvements in systems, and resource allocation. Thus, organisations could be more
sustainable (Eccles and Krzus, 2010; Roberts, 2011; 1IRC, 2013). Studies on IR, integrated
thinking, and associated organisational changes presented four optimistic outcomes. Firstly, IR
could align sustainability with the value creation process through integrated thinking (Adams,
2015; Coulson et al., 2015; Al-Htaybat and von Alberti-Alhtaybat, 2018). Secondly, IR
provided more meaningful information about organisations’ current and future performance to
a wide range of stakeholders (Eccles and Krzus, 2010; de Villiers and Maroun, 2018). Thirdly,
IR strengthened materiality processes and increased reliability due to the information disclosed
being more connected (Haji and Anifowose, 2016). Lastly, IR offered organisations
opportunities to respond to SDGs (Adams, 2017b). Generally speaking, it is proven that IR and
integrated thinking have positive relationships with organisational changes.

Several studies questioned the usefulness of IR in driving organisational changes (see Higgins
etal., 2019), although the abovementioned studies identified positive outcomes of adopting IR.
For example, Higgins et al. (2019) explored three types of organisational change, namely
structural changes, cultural changes, and reporting practice changes. Regarding Higgins et al.’s
(2019) findings, structural changes were not observed, and there was some evidence showing
better internal collaboration across the organisation but limited changes to management
systems. Cultural changes were observed evidenced by the improved insights into decision-
making and business activities through a mindset change and approach to value creation and
materiality. Also, the authors reported that reporting practice change was the most significant
change as continuous improvements in reporting were found in all interviewed organisations.

This showed a direction of presenting holistic and meaningful discussions of value-relevant
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information and more stakeholders inclusive. These results indicated that organisations were

utilising the ideas from the <IR> Framework rather than applying it as a reporting template.

Other studies also challenged IR’s importance on organisational changes. Flower (2015)
argued that IR was unlikely to reduce the unsustainable consequences of corporate activities
significantly because of IR’s contradicted objectives, the incompatibility of conventional
reporting practices, the business case and investor dominance. Such an argument was seen in
Brown and Dillard’s (2014) and Stubbs and Higgins’ (2014) works. That is, no evidence, or
little evidence, showed IR stimulated changes to corporate norms. The privilege of financial
value creation over stewardship further constrained IR from moving towards a robust
sustainability paradigm. Based on Flower’s (2015) argument, Thomson (2015) further stated
that IR was too deeply rooted in the business case for sustainability instead of the sustainability
case for business. In addition to this criticism, Higgins et al. (2019) questioned the extent to
which organisational changes have extended beyond reporting to integrated thinking and other
changes. Multiple studies (e.g. Lodhia, 2015; Robertson and Samy; 2015) showed that if an
organisation only increase the amount of disclosure without fully embracing the notion of
integrated thinking, there would be no enhancement of reporting quality or positive
organisational changes. Al-Htaybat and von Alberti-Alhtaybat (2018) provided a suggestion
that a mindset shift was needed even before adopting IR.

Although 1IRC stated that organisations can tailor the application of the <IR> Framework to
their own strategies and situations (Gibassier et al., 2018), this flexibility was criticised for
limiting an organisation’s broader ideas regarding the usefulness of the framework. Robertson
and Samy (2015) argued that this flexibility made organisations may merely copy the best
practice. The <IR> Framework might fail to facilitate organisational changes as it is becoming
institutionalised as a tick-box reporting practice rather than stimulating the transition of
integrated thinking and the understanding of value creation (Vesty et al., 2018). In conclusion,
adopting IR might not bring immediate and far-reaching organisational changes; yet, this issue
is expected to be resolved over time as academia provides insight into it (Rinaldi et al., 2018;
Higgins et al., 2019).

3.5.2 Stakeholder Accountability
Multiple studies (e.g. Brown and Dillard, 2014; van Bommel, 2014; Flower, 2015; Thomson,
2015; de Villiers et al., 2017) have criticised the <IR> Framework for the diversion of I[IRC’s

claim in the accountability to stakeholders. As shown in Table 1, IR mainly places the emphasis
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on stakeholder management rather than accountability to stakeholders (Brown and Dillard,
2014). The specific focus as set out in the <IR> Framework, on “value to investors” rather than
“value to society”, decreases IR’s effect on accountability to stakeholders (Flower, 2015).
Investors demand information in relation to an organisation’s own long-term profitability,
whereas a society requires broader information irrespective of corporate interest. Flower (2015)
argued that since an organisation is not obligated to report activities that negatively impact
other capitals (e.g. natural capital) in the <IR> Framework, the subsequent impact on an
organisation’s long-term profitability cannot be examined fully. However, it is this type of
information that values to society at large. That is, if one adopts the <IR> Framework, which
focuses on investors (i.e. financial stakeholders), it will be difficult to achieve stakeholder

accountability.

In addition to the criticism of stakeholder accountability, prior studies (e.g. Barth et al., 2015;
Bernardi and Stark, 2018) explored the views of diverse stakeholders regarding the decision
usefulness of IR. Quantitative research using South African data dominated early capital
markets studies on IR. Some argued that IR contained information valued to investors and
analysts, evidenced by the increased firm value (Barth et al., 2015; Lee and Yeo, 2016) as well
as the decline of analysts’ forecast error (Zhou et al., 2016; Bernardi and Stark, 2018). Yet,
Slack and Tsalavoutas (2018) expressed the opposite view of IR’s usefulness. From the
interviews of both equity analysts (sell-side) and fund managers (buy-side), they argued that
the usefulness of IR to equity market actors was low, and IR was not embedded into mainstream
investment thinking due to the concerns about the framework design and the capital market
culture of short-termism. Similar criticism was suggested by Humphrey et al. (2017), indicating
IIRC’s prospects for success in reconfiguring the corporate reporting field depended on its

ability to reconfigure the mainstream investment field.

Besides investigating financial stakeholders’ views, prior studies also examined other
stakeholders’ views on the social value of IR, and contrasting findings were revealed. A line
of research concluded that IR had not (yet) satisfied the information needs of broader
stakeholders and gained legitimacy in society (van Bommel, 2014; Flower, 2015; Humphrey
et al., 2017; de Villiers and Sharma, 2020). For instance, Van Bommel (2014) argued that
stakeholder inclusiveness has not been achieved in IR as not all stakeholders’ concerns and
interests were considered by organisations when preparing an integrated report. De Villiers and
Sharma (2020) held the similar view that IR was unlikely to subsume traditional financial

reporting, nor would it be able to provide all demanded information. From the revision of
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literature, three reasons for IR’s failure in creating “value to society” are identified, namely
lack of stakeholder engagement (Ruter and Messner, 2015), strong market orientation (De
Villiers and Sharma, 2020), and inability to deal with conflict interests of various stakeholders
(van Bommel, 2014). Although there were some criticisms of IR’s usefulness, IR’s potential
of achieving “value to society” was identified in previous literature. Adams (2015) suggested
that IR generated different ways of thinking about value creation. The integration of
stakeholders’ financial and non-financial information needs in the IR brought an indirect
impact on society, such as high-quality reporting benefits economic and social well-being
(Adhariani and de Villiers, 2019). Cerbone and Maroun (2020) further explained that the extent
to which IR achieved its legitimacy to society depended on whether an organisation was
market-focused or stakeholder-focused. Another survey-based study (Steyn, 2014) on
managers of JSE (Johannesburg Stock Exchange) listed companies indicated that the role of
IR perceived by managers was enhancing corporate reputation and managing stakeholder
relationships, but not satisfying the investors’ needs. Steyn’s (2014) study revealed that
economic value creation was not the main motivation for IR adoption, because the targeted
audiences of IR recognised by managers were diverse stakeholders instead of only investors.
This finding was proved in EY’s (2020) report, in which 45% of respondents claimed their
integrated reports were aimed at various stakeholders (32% in 2019). This subtle increase

showed a shift from shareholder focus to stakeholder inclusiveness.

Clarifying value creation processes to stakeholders helps address the accountability tensions
(Thomson et al., 2014). Throughout these processes, preparers play a significant role
undoubtedly (Thomson et al., 2014; Lai et al., 2018). In practice, Lie et al. (2019) found that
the extent to which value creation stories were made visible in the integrated reports varied
significantly. These differences could be explained by the interpretation of value creation and
the targeted audience of preparers. Regarding the role of preparers, Lodhia’s (2015) case study
of a customer-owned bank found that preparers may assume other stakeholders’ needs were
similar to those of the financial capital providers. In Lai et al.’s (2018) work, a similar finding
showed that preparers did not recognize the need to customize the IR to different expectations
of financial and non-financial stakeholders. In conclusion, to optimise IR’s adoption, one needs
to consider both preparers’ and stakeholders’ views so that IR can hold advantages over other
reporting practices (Chaidali and Jones, 2017; Adhariani and De Villiers, 2019). Moreover, in
order to achieve stakeholder accountability, IR serves to educate and influence broader thinking

about value creation and diverse stakeholder expectations.
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3.5.3 Reporting Quality

IIRC claimed that the <IR> Framework was designed to “improve the quality of information
available to providers of financial capital to enable a more efficient and productive allocation
of capital” (IIRC, 2021, p.5). One important thing to consider is that the <IR> Framework does
not provide a prescribed format but only leaves reporting quality to the discretion of prepares.
Investigating IR’s enhancement of reporting quality, multiple studies (e.g. Eccles and Serafeim,
2015; Pistoni et al., 2018; KPMG, 2020) have been critical and reported mixed findings on this
situation. The following paragraphs discuss these critical reviews of IR’s issue of improving

reporting quality.

Based on the reporting purposes of organisations, Cerbone and Maroun’s (2020) work
categorised corporate reporting into three types, namely the market logic, professional logic,
and stakeholder logic, to analyse the reporting quality. Firstly, market logic, defined as the
ability and efficiency in maximisation of financial returns (Cerbone and Maroun, 2020), is
considered an indicator of quality reporting. That is, the market logic show’s one’s capability
to reduce information asymmetry and manage agency problems and costs (Jensen and
Meckling, 1976). In this sense, firm value, accounting performance, and future operating cash
flows (Lee and Yeo, 2016; Barth et al., 2017) were found to be positively associated with IR
quality. This proves that IR holds the credit for allowing investors to assess more transparent
information and decrease information process costs (Lee and Yeo, 2016). However, from the
limited number of studies on IR quality, there is an agreement that the overall quality of IR was
low, and it failed to provide extensive, comparable, material, and reliable information to the
market (see Eccles and Garegnani et al., 2015; Jaffar et al., 2018; Pistoni et al., 2018; Adhariani
and de Villiers, 2019). For example, by comparing the extent of information disclosures before
and after adopting IR in Asia, Jaffar et al. (2018) found that organisations only disclosed more
information concerning governance, resource allocation, and outlook after adopting IR. Yet,
there was a lack of connectivity among different types of information. Furthermore, Adhariani
and de Villiers (2019) identified that current IR practice had not yet achieved the expected

transparency reporting alongside the increased extent of reporting.

Regarding the second type of corporate reporting, organisations that adopted professional logic
to prepare organisational reports aim to show the highest levels of technical and professional
practice (Edgley et al., 2015). The act of ensuring compliance with reporting guidelines and
codes of good governance signals an organisation’s awareness of the reporting requirements

and shows its efforts of publishing a high-quality report (Cerbone and Maroun, 2020).
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Regarding the <IR> Framework’s influence on the report users, studies argued that report users
found it challenging to assess whether an integrated report provided a “true and fair view” of
an organisation’s activities and long-term sustainability (de Villers et al., 2017; Cerbone and
Maroun, 2020). As the reporting process brings a substantial influence on the reporting practice
and the reporting quality (Robertson and Samy, 2015), a detailed and transparent reporting
process is required to enhance the quality of IR (Steyn, 2014).

Thirdly, stakeholder logic demonstrates a holistic presentation of the value creation process
(Cerbone and Maroun, 2020). High-quality IR, in this regard, commits to highlighting new
areas for management review and control in order to drive financial and non-financial
performance (McNally and Maroun, 2018). Analysing the sample of JSE-listed companies,
Wang et al. (2020) reported that IR quality had increased over time, especially when
sustainability-oriented corporate governance mechanisms (i.e. sustainability committee and
non-financial performance measures in executives’ compensation contracts) were implemented.
Also, de Villiers et al. (2017) found that the level of environmental and social aspects of
sustainability information had increased after organisations adopted IR. However, it has been
criticised that the current IR practice has not fully responded to information demands from
stakeholders. For instance, Pistoni et al. (2018) stated that IR reporters focused more on format
rather than content. Bernardi and Stark (2018) further argued that mandate IR did not increase
the level of environmental, social, and governance (ESG) disclosures but established better
links between ESG and financial information. Also, Puroila and Méakeld (2019) argued that
disclosing non-financial information may be used as a tool by organisations to discharge their
legitimacy instead of improving the reporting quality. In short, despite that stakeholders
consider IR’s connectivity of information an important characteristic of high-quality reporting,
there is a need to be aware of whether IR just becomes a tool for benefiting certain groups of

stakeholders (e.g. finical investors).

In some cases, either a dominant or hybrid logic emerges due to the tension caused by the
inconsistencies among logics to reflect the diverse objectives of the organisation (Besharov
and Smith, 2014). Without a clear hierarchy of logics (Cerbone and Maroun, 2020), the
management department will find it difficult to agree with the key objectives and, therefore,
inform the business strategies. Competing logics also causes ambiguities in the application of
a reporting framework to explain the variations (Lounsbury, 2008). This adversely affects
internal efficiency, operating dynamics and maintaining legitimacy (Pache and Santos, 2010;
Besharov and Smith, 2014).
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The TIRC’s 2020 annual report showed a growing global adoption of IR and 77% of
respondents in the annual stakeholder survey rated the quality of integrated reports published
in the last year as good or better. However, there is still room for improving its quality. .
ACCA’s analysis of IR participants noted that “the overall quality of the reporting has declined
in the period”, though to an extent. This can be explained by a learning curve for new adopters
(ACCA, 2020). IRC acknowledged the quality issues and sought a technical project to identify
existing standards (particularly SASB) that support consistent and high-quality integrated
reporting as well as gaps where further standards were required (I11RC, 2020).

Assurance is viewed as an important element of ensuring stakeholders a more reliable and
higher quality IR (Briem and Wald, 2018; Maroun, 2018; Caglio et al., 2019). In recent years
studies had pointed out practical challenges, including the application of conventional
standards for assuring an integrated report, problems of cultivating more sophisticated
assurance skills, technical challenges, and the ways of assuring forward-looking information
(Maroun and Atkins, 2015; Simnett and Huggins, 2015; Farooq and de Villiers, 2017; Maroun,
2018). To address these problems, IIRC makes continuous efforts to assist the development of
IR assurance and the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board’s (IAASB)

Extended External Reporting Assurance guidance has now aligned to IR (IIRC, 2020).

3.6 The Adoption and Promotion of the <IR> Framework

South Africa is argued to be the first country to embrace the concept of IR back to 1994 (Dumay
et al., 2016). A committee led by the High Court Judge, Mervyn King, developed South
Africa’s first King Code of Corporate Governance Principles (known as “King I”) (Rowbottom
and Locke, 2013). After around twenty years of development, in 2010, IR became mandatory
for companies listed on the JSE through the King 11 principles on an apply or explain basis.
IIRC and the <IR> Framework have been endorsed by both the South African government and
major accounting firms (e.g. Deloitte 2016; E&Y, 2019; PWC, 2019; KPMG, 2020),
professional accounting organisations (e.g. CIMA, 2014; ACCA, 2020) and standard setters
(e.g. IRC and IFRS Foundation, 2013; GRI, 2017). These bodies formalised the endorsements
through several Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) with the IIRC which aimed to diminish
duplication and demonstrate reciprocity between standards as well as a commitment to IR

without colonising existing reporting approaches (Humphrey et al. 2014).
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In recent years, the level of adoption of IR has increased gradually and globally. According to
a range of third-party reports conducted in 2020, KPMG claimed that 16% of N100? companies
and 22% of the 250 largest global companies prepared a (self-labelled) integrated report.
Compared to the figures of 11% and 15% in 2015 respectively, a slightly increasing number of
companies that adopted IR can be seen. Most of these companies applied the <IR> Framework
for IR (KPMG, 2020). In addition, WBCSD (World Business Council for Sustainable
Development) member companies that titled their reports “Integrated” had increased from the
figure of 6% in 2015 to 16% in 2020 (WBCSD, 2020). According to a KPMG’s survey (KPMG,
2020), IR is currently a major reporting practice in South Africa, Japan and Sri Lanka. Also,
significant growth in IR adoption has also been seen in France, India, and Malaysia since 2017
(IIRC, 2020; KPMG, 2020; Securities Commission Malaysia; 2020). There is also a trend of
integrating concepts and elements from the <IR> Framework into reporting practices, although
these reports are not titled “integrated report”. For instance, in Australia, the percentage of
ASX 200 companies that focused on reporting longer-term value to investors and other
stakeholders, rather than just short-term financial earnings, increased significantly from 14%
in 2016 to 79% in 2020 (KPMG, 2020). However, the growth in IR is limited in certain

countries as IR adoption is still voluntary in other countries except in South Africa.

Academia expressed mixed opinions about whether voluntary adoption can promote IR (Steyn,
2014; Zhou et al., 2017; Adhariani and De Villiers, 2019). Regarding the opinions on the
relation between an IR’s adoption and an organisation’s financial performance, firstly, both
Lee and Yeo’s (2016) and Barth et al.’s (2017) works found the adoption of IR influenced
organisations’ financial performance positively. In addition, by adopting IR, an organisation
can attract more long-term investors (Davies et al., 2014). However, some questioned the
usefulness of IR to investors (Flower, 2015; Rowbottom and Locke, 2016). Thus, there is still
an ongoing debate about whether financial performance improvement and investor attraction
are prominent benefits of IR adoption. In terms of whether the adoption of IR can reduce costs,
multiple studies (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2013; Lee and Yeo, 2016) suggested that IR reduce
costs for both organisations and stakeholders in complex operating and information
environments. More specifically, on the one hand, IR reduced information processing costs for
organisations as stakeholders’ information needs are presented in a concise report. On the other
hand, IR reduced information acquiring costs for stakeholders because of the decreased

information asymmetry. However, voluntary adoption of IR is an additional form of disclosure

2 The top 100 companies by revenue in the largest 52 economies
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to an organisation’s existing financial reporting practice. Therefore, without gaining huge
benefits, organisations may be reluctant to move from existing reporting practices to IR as it
might add extra costs to preparing IR (Adhariani and De Villiers, 2019). Accordingly,
organisations may not be easily lobbied towards IR if they have not adopted some forms or
approaches of IR or consider doing so (Reuter and Messner, 2015). Thus, some studies on the
cost and benefit of IR adoption provided the justification for voluntary IR adoption; yet, it still
needs further investigation (de Villiers et al., 201; Adhariani and De Villiers, 2019; Salvi et al.,
2020).

With regard to the level of application of the <IR> Framework, empirical studies found a
significant increase in non-financial disclosure adopting the <IR> Framework (Solomon and
Maroun, 2012; Setia et al., 2015; Obeng etal., 2021). The narrative mode which was considered
one of the key characteristics of IR enhanced these disclosures’ accountability (Lai et al., 2018).
Furthermore, Bernardi and Stark (2018) reported that IR practice in South Africa has increased
the number of sustainability disclosure, which gained positive feedback from capital markets.
From the revision of these studies, it can be concluded that IR benefits investors from the
increase in information availability. However, since the <IR> Framework is targeted for
providing information for the financial capital providers, several researchers (e.g. Flower, 2015;
Rowbottom and Locke, 2016) expressed their concerns about the usefulness of IR to other
stakeholders. For instance, Steyn’s (2014) survey of managers of JSE-listed companies
indicated that these managers perceive the roles of IR were about enhancing corporate
reputation and managing stakeholder relationships, rather than satisfying investors’ needs.
From the results, Steyn (2014) argued that economic value creation was not the main driver of
IR adoption, because managers saw diverse stakeholders as the targeted audiences of IR,
instead of only investors. Another study by Adhariani and De Villiers (2019) suggested that it
required both preparers’ and stakeholders’ positive views for enhancing the popularity of IR.
Also, expressing a positive view towards IR’s usefulness, these authors claimed that IR held
advantages over other reporting practices. In short, the aforementioned studies proved the
significant role of IR in non-financial disclosures. Yet, since the explicit providers of financial
capital focus is not a necessary component in this framework, the challenge for IR is to the
incorporation interests of different stakeholders. This challenge was argued to be one of the

barriers to IR adoption (Flower, 2015).

Another line of research focused on the practical issues of IR adoption. Among these issues,

the need for improving the clarity of the <IR> Framework had been highlighted in the early IR
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studies (Stubbs and Higgins, 2014; Higgins et al., 2014; van Bommel, 2014). The principle-
based IR results in flexibility regarding the details of information disclosure and the need of
professional judgement for adopting the <IR> Framework in different organisational
circumstances. However, this flexibility might cause negative outcomes. For instance,
organisations exclusively reported favoured positive outcomes (Solomon and Maroun, 2012),
and the rhetoric used in IR was merely window dressing (Higgins et al., 2014). Such outcomes/
behaviours diminished the credibility of IR (Flower, 2015). To address issues raised by
academia, the <IR> Framework has further clarified some concepts with simplified guidelines
(refer to the comparison table in Appendix 1) (IIRC, 2021). For example, the updated <IR>
Framework further clarified the term “outcome” in response to the concern that positive
outcomes dominated the disclosures by stating “an integrated report describes key
outcomes...Outcomes are the internal and external consequences (positive and negative) for
the capitals as a result of an organisation’s business activities and outputs” (IIRC, 2021, p.42).
Also, instead of merely focusing on value creation, the updated <IR> Framework emphasises
the description of the process of value creation, presentation, and erosion to encourage both

positive and negative outcome disclosures.

In conclusion, although there were increasing trends of IR adoption, practical issues need to be
addressed by improving the clarity of the <IR> Framework in order to make IR more attractive

and applicable for different organisations globally.

3.7 Forward-looking Information Disclosure in IR

The <IR> Framework requires organisations to disclose their outlook, including future
objectives, the challenges and uncertainties, and strategies to address these possible issues
(IIRC, 2013; 2021). Therefore, an organisation has to conduct a forward-looking assessment
of its business, for instance, periodical objectives and the measurement of achievement,
analyses of potential risks and opportunities with encountered strategy plans, and the
management of multiple capitals for creating value and ensuring sustainability (Simnett and
Huggins, 2015; Maroun, 2017).

Different from traditional financial reporting which mainly focuses on historical data, the main
characteristics of IR data are about future-orientation, describing value creation, preservation
or erosion over the short, medium, and long term by using multiple capitals (financial,
manufactured, intellectual, human, social and relationship, and natural capital) (Higgins et al.,

2014; 1IRC, 2021). The use of multiple capitals and the stress of a more forward-looking
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perspective create opportunities for an organisation to enhance accountability and trust through
increased transparency (Adams and Simnett, 2011). Thus, by adopting the <IR> Framework,
an organisation will provide more forward-looking information for stakeholders. In turn, this
type of information allows stakeholders to assess an organisation’s ability to create and sustain

value over time comprehensively.

According to the content elements and guiding principles in relation to forward-looking
information in the <IR> Framework, a well-established integrated report should demonstrate
the challenges and uncertainties that an organisation is likely to encounter in pursuing its
strategy, and the potential implications for its business model and future performance (IIRC,
2021). In addition, an integrated report should explain the connectivity of forward-looking
information with other information (Lodhia and Stone, 2017; IIRC, 2021). More specifically,
an integrated report needs to include the discussion with implications of how the external
environment, risks, and opportunities affect the achievement of strategic objectives, and how
the availability, quality, and affordability of capitals that an organisation uses affect an
organisation’s ability to create value over time (IIRC, 2021). Also, the forward-looking
information disclosure in an integrated report should be explained with include both
quantitative and qualitative comparative information for prior periods and targets for future
periods (IIRC, 2021).

There were limited studies ((Lodhia, 2015; Adams, 2017a; Kili¢ and Kuzey, 2018; Menicucci,
2018) paying attention to the issues of forward-looking information disclosure in the integrated
reports. Since IR aims to direct a shift of focus (from historical to forward-looking), some
studies (e.g. Steyn, 2014) reported the difficulties of disclosing forward-looking information.
Regarding IR practitioners’ views, Steyn (2014) considered the determination of the content of
the forward-looking statements as the most difficult challenge for managers of South African
companies when implementing IR. Also, through the engagement with organisations, Lodhia
(2015) and Adams (2017a) both found that organisations were reluctant to disclose forward-
looking information. Furthermore, due to the concerns of commercial sensitivity and directors’
liability, forward-looking information disclosure in current integrated reports might just be
general descriptions and lack of assurance (Lodhia; 2015; Adams, 2017a). However, the
updated <IR> Framework has not revised any terms in relation to the outlook, forward-looking
information, or the future-orientation (refer to Appendix 1). Hence, further exploration is
needed for helping to advance relevant reporting frameworks or guidelines. On the one hand,

exploring the factors that possibly influence disclosures of forward-looking information can
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allow an organisation to make better judgements in determining its contents. In this sense, an
organisation can take these factors into consideration for measuring the potential cost of
disclosures. On the other hand, engaging with organisations to investigate forward-looking
information disclosure practices can actually address the practical issues from the adoption of

the <IR> Framework and, therefore, advance relevant reporting frameworks.

Given the fact that studies in this area focused on the influence of general contexts and firm
characteristics on forward-looking information disclosure and lack of engagement with
organisations (Kili¢c and Kuzey, 2018; Menicucci, 2018). In response to the call of Adams
(2002) to have more engagement studies, engaging with organisations to explore the internal
contextual factors that influence an organisation’s decision to make forward-looking

information disclosure in the context of IR is fruitful.

3.8 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has introduced the background, notions, and critiques of IR to give an overview
of this thesis’s context. The revision of literature in relation to forward-looking information
disclosure (Chapter 2) indicates that reporting framework influences forward-looking
information disclosure practice. Following this indication, this chapter has discussed forward-

looking information disclosure practices in IR to further clarify the research context.

This chapter explains the emergence of IR and different approaches to IR. Then, the critiques
of IR are presented, including IR’s usefulness in organisational changes, stakeholder
accountability, and reporting quality. The promotion and adoption of IR are also presented,
followed by forward-looking information disclosure in IR practice. IR provides a fruitful
research background to forward-looking information disclosure as IR aims to represent a shift
from a historical view to a forward-looking view. Prior studies pointed out that there are
unsolved issues of disclosing forward-looking information in current IR. Since IR’s future is
uncertain after the 1IRC merged with SASB into VRF, research on the factors that influence
forward-looking information disclosure in the context of IR will bring implications for both

reporting framework advancement and forward-looking information disclosure in practice.

The next chapter presents the theoretical foundation of this thesis.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

4.1 Introduction

Previous two chapters presented literature on forward-looking information disclosure and IR
context, with emphasis on the nature of forward-looking information disclosure, motivations
for adoption, and the credibility of this disclosure practice. The literature review highlights a
gap in exploring whether and how suppliers and customers influence forward-looking
information and its credibility under the IR context. In exploring this gap, this study raises three
RQs (refer to Chapter 1). This chapter discusses the theoretical framework to investigate these

questions.

Prior studies adopted different theories to provide evidence that stakeholders have a great
impact on reporting behaviours. These theories are stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and
signalling theory. This study utilises these three theories as main theories to investigate the
influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure and the

credibility of this disclosure practice.

In this chapter, the theoretical framework in which this research grounds is discussed in three
sections. Section 4.2 explains relevant theories in addressing voluntary disclosures and
forward-looking information disclosure. In turn, the stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and
signalling theory are introduced for the rationales for making such disclosures. By combining
theories and literature, Section 4.3 discusses considerations in the influence of suppliers and
customers on forward-looking information disclosure to address RQland RQ2. Section 4.4
presents the considerations in the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers to address RQ3. Finally, a summary of the chapter is
presented in Section 4.5. The following Figure 1 illustrates how these relevant theories and
literature (Chapter 2) connect with each other and inform the conceptual framework of this

research.
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Figure 1:Conceptual framework for analysing the influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure
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Note: This conceptual framework shows connectivities of theories and relevant literature (Chapter 2)

Reference: (i) Deegan and Unerman (2006), Guthrie et al. (2006), Gary et al. (2010); (ii) Lindblom (1993), Suchman (1995), Deegan (2000),
Campbell et al. (2003), Mobus (2005); (iii) Spence (1973), Giner (1997), Erdem and Swait (1998), Athanasakou and Hussainey (2014), Balvers
etal. (2015), Dyer et al. (2018); (iv) Guthrie and Parker (1989), Adams (2002), Mobus (2005), Tata and Prasad (2015), Adams (2017a), Abad and
Bravo (2018), Crifo et al. (2019), Garcia-Sanchez et al. (2019), Hollindale et al. (2019), Arayssi et al. (2020), Enache and Hussainey (2020), Wang
et al. (2020); (v) Brush et al. (2012), Dou et al. (2013), Burritt and Schaltegger (2014), Chen et al. (2019), Crawford et al. (2020); (vi) Rogers and
Stocken (2005), Chen et al. (2008), Coram et al. (2009), Ball et al. (2012), Steyn (2014), Pérez et al. (2017), Varadarajan (2017), D’ Augusta
(2018)Cho et al. (2020); (vii) Giner (1997) Healy and Palepu (2001), Athanasakou and Hussainey (2014), Cade et al. (2020).
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4.2 Theories of VVoluntary Corporate Disclosures and Forward-looking Information Disclosure
Rooted from Watts and Zimmerman’s (1986) pioneering work, Deegan (2004) argued that
positive theories are designed to explain and predict why an organisation adopts a particular
accounting approach. Yet, positive theories do not suggest which approach an organisation
should apply. Concerned with explaining accounting practice, two of the positive theories,
legitimacy theory and stakeholder theory (managerial branch), provide alternative explanations
about the drivers of an organisation making voluntary disclosures without prescribing
particular actions or disclosure methods (Deegan, 2000 Deegan, 2004). Positive accounting
theories treat corporate reporting as a communication tool to stakeholders to gain stakeholders’
trust and increase firm value (Chen and Roberts, 2010). In the case of this research, forward-
looking information disclosure is considered a voluntary disclosure since the contents are
discretionary according to relevant reporting frameworks. Therefore, positive accounting
theories could provide explanations for organisations’ adoption of forward-looking

information disclosure.

According to Guthrie and Parker (1990), from the political economy perspective, researchers
deem accounting reports as social, political, and economic documents. However, legitimacy
theory and stakeholder theory (managerial branch) are argued to be inadequate for explaining
the motivations for voluntary disclosures when considering broader social, political and
economic environment contexts (Adams and Harte, 1998; Dmytriyev et al., 2021). In response
to such arguments, Deegan (2004, p.11) suggested that normative theories in accounting, which
“prescribe (as opposed to describe) particular actions”, are expected to further explain
voluntary disclosure practice. Various stakeholders’ perspectives on reporting lead to different
perceptions of the process and content of corporate disclosures (Reynolds and Yuthas, 2008).
According to Mathews (1997), normative solutions for accounting attempt to (1) change
current financial reporting, (2) improve non-financial reporting, and (3) develop new measures
and means to examine the results of actions for sustainable development. Establishing effective
normative solutions for accounting requires credible and rigorous accounting systems, such as
qualitative features of verifiability, transparency, and stakeholder involvement (Lamberton,
2005). Therefore, stakeholder theory (accountability/normative branch) also explains the

motivation of organisations to make disclosures to various stakeholders.

Signalling theory describes that an organisation’s voluntary disclosure is seen as a signal to

show its commitment to responding to diverse stakeholders’ information needs and efforts to
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make credible information disclosures (Spence, 1973; Erdem and Swait,1998; Athanasakou
and Hussainey, 2014).

In the following sections, details about these three main theories: stakeholder theory,
legitimacy theory, and signalling theory are discussed to explain the incentives of organisations
making forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers and how

these theories inform the conceptual framework of this study.

4.2.1 Stakeholder Theory

Stakeholder theory places emphasis on the recognition and identification of all groups of
stakeholders as well as the impact of an organisation’s activities on its stakeholders (Roberts,
1992; Gray et al., 1996; Deegan, 2006). According to Donaldson and Preston (1995), there are
three aspects of stakeholder theory, namely (1) descriptive accuracy, (2) instrumental power,
and (3) normative validity. These three aspects are interrelated and mutually supportive
(Donaldson and Preston, 1995). That is, stakeholder theory is descriptive as it presents a model
describing what a corporation is. This theory is also instrumental in providing a framework for
examining the connection between the practice of stakeholder management and a corporation’s
achievement/goals. Most importantly, the normative aspect is considered the core of the theory
as it identifies moral guidance on corporate management and operation (Donaldson and Preston,
1995).

Gray et al. (1996) and Deegan and Unerman (2006) further divided stakeholder theory into
sub-classifications: managerial (organisational or positive) branch and accountability (ethical
or normative) branch. Firstly, the managerial branch of stakeholder theory is instrumental and
descriptive. This branch focuses on the management of relationships between an organisation
and its critical stakeholders (Van der Laan Smith et al., 2005; Deegan and Unerman, 2006).
More specifically, it asserts that an organisation attempts to address the expectations of
stakeholders who control the critical resources required by an organisation (Deegan, 2009).
Gray et al. (2010) argued that the managerial branch is organisation centred. Also, this study
considered that stakeholder involvement is important to an organisation as it can
positively/negatively influence an organisation. However, the limitation of the managerial
branch of stakeholder theory was imposed by the fact that critical stakeholders may have
different and conflicting interests (Roberts, 1992; Gray et al., 1996). To address this problem,
organisations can use corporate reporting to balance different stakeholders’ claims (Guthrie et

al., 2006). Corporate reporting can also enable an organisation to obtain the support and
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approval from their stakeholders (Reynolds et al., 2006) or to distract their disapproval (Gray
etal., 1996). Hence, the managerial branch of stakeholder theory is claimed to be useful for an
organisation to decide how to allocate resources to different stakeholders (O’Riordan and
Fairbrass 2008). Cooper et al. (2001) stated that when this theory is applied as a managerial
tool, it specifically focuses on the interests of stakeholders who comprise the organisational
environment rather than the entire organisational environment. Consequently, the main
challenge to organisations is to decide to which stakeholders they are responsible and to what

extent that responsibility extends (O’Riordan and Fairbrass 2008).

Secondly, the accountability branch of Stakeholder theory stresses an organisation’s duty to
discharge accountability to all relevant stakeholder groups who might be affected by
organisational activities, regardless of their power (Deegan, 2013). Instead of assuming that
shareholders are more privileged than other stakeholders, this branch emphasises the need of
balancing different stakeholders’ claims (Ruf et al., 2001; Orts and Strudler, 2002). This branch
also suggests that an organisation is expected to discharge their accountability to stakeholders
by undertaking activities approved by stakeholders and by reporting information to them
(Guthrie et al., 2006). From Stoney and Winstanley’s (2001) explanation, the accountability
branch of stakeholder theory emphasises the ethical treatment of stakeholders, which requires
economic motives for an organisation to take account of its moral role. Similar to the
managerial branch, the main limitation of the accountability branch is how an organization treat
stakeholders with equal attention, especially when stakeholders have different and conflicting
interests. Hasnas (1998) suggested that when conflicts of interest exist, an organisation should
attain the optimal balance and resolve these conflicts through innovative thinking (Dmytriyev
et al., 2021). Yet, some researchers questioned the possibility of creating mutual values for all
relevant stakeholders (Darnall et al., 2010; Hall et al., 2015). Also, the accountability
perspective of stakeholder theory was argued to show little explanatory or descriptive power

in a voluntary disclosure context (Gray et al., 1996).

With regard to developing this study’s conceptual framework (Figure 1 (i)), based on
stakeholder theory, organisations disclose forward-looking information to discharge
accountability to their stakeholders, more specifically, to economically powerful stakeholders
in the managerial branch and to all stakeholders in the accountability branch. By engaging with
stakeholders and preparing forward-looking information disclosure, organisations clearly
accept the ethical concept that stakeholders have the right to understand certain aspects of an

organisation’s performance. This needs to categorise stakeholders into different levels for

55



effective management. From a stakeholder’s perspective, Gray et al. (1995a) stated that
voluntary disclosures were advantageous for building the relationship between an organisation
and its stakeholders. However, despite the fact that forward-looking information is demanded
by various stakeholders gradually, some organisations still do not meet stakeholders’
expectations in disclosing such information (Tayles et al., 2007). As mentioned in the literature
review (Section 2.4.2.1), an organisation can benefit from reporting forward-looking
information regarding improving its reputation (Varadarajan, 2017), lowering the cost of
capital (Kim and Shi, 2011), and gaining support and approval from wider stakeholder groups
(Kaur and Lodhia, 2018). In turn, these benefits can be motivations for making forward-looking
information disclosure reinforce the relationships between an organisation and its stakeholders,
including suppliers and customers. Hence, stakeholder theory and relevant studies inform the

conceptual framework of this study.

4.2.2 Legitimacy Theory

Legitimacy theory is another theory which is often used to explain voluntary disclosures
(Mobus, 2005). Legitimacy is “a generalised perception or assumption that the actions of the
entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms,
values, beliefs and definition’ (Suchman, 1995, p. 574). Bailey et al. (1998) argued that an
organisation largely depends on societal systems for resources, such as infrastructures, natural
capital, human capital, and customers. However, an organisation has no inherent rights to these
resources. In order to allow an organisation to gain access to these resources, society would

expect that the benefits are higher than the costs to society (Mathews, 1993).

A “social contract” exists between an organisation and members of society (Shocker and Sethi,
1974, p.67). It contains explicit terms in the form of legal requirements as well as implicit terms
in the non-legal form of social expectations (Gray et al., 1996). Legitimacy theory argues that
an organisation can only exist when its value system matches that of the society where it
operates (Deegan, 2006; Magness, 2006). That is, under the “social contract”, an organisation
needs to operate within the norms and expectations of various stakeholders in society rather
than merely within those of shareholders. It is crucial for an organisation to ensure that
stakeholders perceive its activities as legitimate (Deegan, 2000). An organisation’s failure of
meeting society’s expectations (e.g. whether the legitimacy of an organisation is established)
can lead to revocation of the “social contract”, and ultimately, jeopardies an organisation’s

survival (Deegan and Rankin, 1996; Deegan, 2000).
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In some cases, a legitimacy gap arises when an organisation fails to notice the changing societal
expectations (Sethi, 1977; O’Donovan, 2002). The legitimacy gap, as Sethi (1979, p.65) puts
it, is the gap “between business performance and societal expectations caused by certain
business actions or changing expectations”. Wartick and Mahon (1994) stated that the
legitimacy gap shows the miscommunication of an organisation between its performance and
societal expectations. This performance-expectation gap is not only limited to the financial
aspect but also extends to non-financial aspects (Sethi, 1979). Therefore, an organisation
should minimise the legitimacy gap in order to survive in the society in which it operates. From
the revision of literature (see Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975; O’Donovan, 2002), it was suggested
that an organisation can adopt some techniques or processes to minimise the legitimacy gap,
including (1) identifying the stakeholders which the organisational legitimacy is dependent
upon, (2) recognising stakeholders’ perceptions and expectations regarding an organisations’
activities, (3) informing stakeholders about the organisational performance, and (4) adopting
new goals, methods, and processes considered legitimated in the situated society. These
measures are taken to improve organisational performance in line with the stakeholder

expectations.

Legitimacy theory predicts that when an organisation is aware of the existence of a legitimacy
gap, it is likely to implement different strategies. Prior studies (Lindblom, 1993; Suchman,
1995) listed multiple strategies of legitimation. For instance, Lindblom (1993) identified four
strategies that organisations applied to narrow the gap, namely educating and informing the
public, changing the perceptions of the public, manipulating the perception of the public, and
changing external expectations of the public. Developed from Lindblom’s (1993) work,
Suchman (1995) classified relevant strategies into three groups regarding their objectives:
gaining, maintaining, and repairing legitimacy. This doctoral research applies Suchman’s
(1995) strategy categorisation to discuss and analyse different strategies mentioned in relevant

studies. The following paragraphs present these three categories respectively.

Firstly, gaining legitimacy is undertaken by an organisation when entering a new market or
starting a new operation in the existing market (Suchman, 1995). Following Suchman’s (1995)
categorisation, Mobus (2005) argued that an organisation makes substantial efforts in this
situation as it may need to define the concept and negotiate the parameters of legitimacy with
the relevant public. An organisation may also need to cultivate relationships with the relevant
public for encouraging the public to perceive its activities as legitimate against the proposed

parameters.
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Secondly, maintaining legitimacy is a continuous process with less effort (Suchman, 1995).
The scrutiny from the relevant public will be loosened once an organisation has gained
legitimacy or when the relevant public is satisfied with the evidence of ongoing performance
within the proposed legitimacy parameters (Ashforth and Gibbs, 1990). Yet, the challenges of
maintaining legitimacy may arise because of inconsistencies in organisational performance, an
organisation’s misconduct, and/or the shift of societal values (Suchman, 1995). In addition,
organisational legitimacy can be maintained regardless of isolated dissatisfactions of societal
expectations, while it cannot be sustained without a history of consistent compliance with
norms, beliefs, and values (Mobus, 2005). The relevant publics evaluate an organisation’s
legitimacy based on perceptions and/or assumptions as to the congruence between their
expectation and organisational values (Suchman, 1995). This implies that an organisation may
materially diverge from societal expectations; yet, it still maintains legitimacy if the relevant
public does not perceive the divergence. To maintain legitimacy, Lindblom (1993) also
suggested two strategies. The first strategy is to change the perception of society regarding
organisational behaviour, but not the behaviour itself. An organisation might employ this
strategy to satisfy stakeholders’ expectations and to further influence their perceptions
regarding its position towards broader societal issues (Cormier and Gordon, 2001). Gray et al.
(1995a) interpreted this strategy as it can adjust public misperception instead of manipulating
the public’s perception. Another strategy attempts to indoctrinate society in order to modify its
expectations and adjust them to the organisation’s ends. However, Dowling and Pfeffer (1995)
argued that this strategy is the most difficult and not likely to succeed. In short, an organisation
should apply different strategies to maintain its legitimacy and see legitimation as a continuous

work instead of a completed task.

Thirdly, repairing legitimacy is a reactive action to a legitimacy crisis caused by a discrete
event and requires considerable effort (Suchman, 1995). Commonly seen, when an
organisation is satisfied with its routines of maintaining legitimacy and fails to notice the
change in societal expectations, it will leave an organisation unaware of the widening
legitimacy gap (Mobus, 2005). Therefore, when a discrete event occurs, the legitimation
process used to maintain legitimacy may no longer be effective and even require the repairment
of legitimacy. There are strategies with different intentions which can be employed by an
organisation to repair legitimacy. For example, the strategies of correcting organisational
behaviour and realigning it with society’s desire are effective in this circumstance (Lindblom,

1993). Corporate disclosures are used here to communicate actual changes that have been made
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and regain stakeholders’ confidence (Buhr, 2002). Another strategy is to transform society’s
perception regarding organisational behaviour by manipulating, deceiving, or simply
distracting the attention of society (Lindblom, 1993). Similarly, Deegan (2006) and Archel et
al. (2009) argued that voluntary disclosures provide an opportunity for an organisation to
deflect the attention of society from the principal negative effects of an organisation’s activities.
Additionally, the strategies that intend to indoctrinate the society with an aim to modify its
expectations and that adjust the society to an organisation’s ends may also be useful here (Gray,
et al., 1995).

In terms of the development of the conceptual framework of this study (Figure 1 (ii)), according
to legitimacy theory, an organisation is forced to respond to various social issues caused by its
activities and to gain society’s confidence in business (Tinker and Neimark, 1987). Adopting
this stance, Guthrie and Parker (1989) argued that voluntary disclosures are made as reactions
to economic, social, and political pressures and to legitimate an organisation’s existence and
activities. The additional voluntary disclosures can help to satisfy, gain, and maintain societal
expectations (Wilmshurst and Frost, 2000; Archel et al., 2009). Hence, voluntary disclosures
of forward-looking information not only serve the role of offering information but also
represent an organisation’s awareness of societal expectations. Additionally, forward-looking
information disclosure, especially narrative information, is argued to be commonly used by an
organisation to manipulate stakeholders’ perceptions regarding its performance and activities
(Dou et al., 2013; Quintana-Garcia et al., 2021). That is, forward-looking information

disclosure can be used to repair legitimacy.

Furthermore, legitimisation can be done through both traditional corporate reporting and
voluntary disclosures included in other sections of an annual report or integrated report
(Thornburg and Roberts, 2008). From the viewpoint of legitimacy theory, Preffer and Salancik
(1978) argued that organisations should voluntarily disclose additional information that
stakeholders expect as it generates continued inflows of capitals. In this sense, forward-looking
information disclosure enables organisations to gain access to more capital inflows, such as
financial capitals or social and relationship capitals (Lee and Yeo, 2016; Chen et al., 2019).
Legitimacy theory provides explanations of why organisations voluntarily disclose forward-
looking information. However, Campbell et al. (2003) argued that legitimacy theory does not
provide enough attention to the conflict of interests of stakeholders and needs further

exploration.
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The success of implementing any strategy to reduce the legitimacy gap depends on the extent
to which it addresses societal values and expectations of key stakeholders (Lewis and Unerman,
1999). It implies that the legitimacy strategies are stakeholder-oriented. That is, legitimacy
theory and stakeholder theory share some similar perspectives rather than contradictions. On
the one hand, legitimacy theory considers the interests of society at large. On the other hand,
stakeholder theory states that for an organisation to survive, it needs to manage other groups
of stakeholders as an organisation is part of a wider social system. Similar to legitimacy theory,
stakeholder theory deems that different stakeholders’ expectations and interests affect an
organisation’s operation and disclosure practice. From the viewpoint of the managerial branch
of stakeholder theory, an organisation would respond to stakeholders who are more powerful
rather than responding to all stakeholders equally (Deegan, 2000). Each stakeholder’s activities
may affect other groups, therefore, safeguards or solutions to the conflict must be found.
Consequently, the investigation of the motivations for disclosing forward-looking information

in this study aims to address this gap.

4.2.3 Signalling Theory

Signalling theory is another theory which is often referred to in studies on voluntary disclosures,
especially in the investigation of forward-looking information disclosure. Signalling theory
was initially developed to explain behaviours in the labour market (Spence, 1973) and later
used for analysing voluntary disclosures (Ross, 1977). Signalling is a reaction to information
asymmetry as insiders have superior information and an organisation’s actual commitments
cannot be observed by outside stakeholders directly (Connelly et al., 2011). This information
asymmetry leads to sending signals to outsiders for the purpose of reducing adverse selection

problems (Spence, 1973).

From the stance of signalling theory, voluntarily disclosed information can be considered as a
signal for capital markets to reduce information asymmetry (Giner, 1997). An organisation can
benefit from such disclosures regarding the enhancement of firm value (Garcia-meca et al.,
2005). Signalling theory also suggests that an organisation can also benefit from disclosing
information to other stakeholders. For instance, suppliers and customers perceive voluntary
forward-looking information disclosure as signals of quality products and willingness to build
sound supply chain relationships (Dyer et al., 2018). In return, an organisation can create value
with increasing customer satisfaction and favourable trading terms (Balvers et al., 2015). Such
benefits can be used to explain why an organisation would disclose more information

voluntarily than the extent required by laws and regulations.
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Grossman (1981) argued that when information is costless, insiders will disclose both
favourable and unfavourable information to outsiders as outsiders would apply the worst
interpretation on non-disclosures. In a similar spirit, Skinner (1994) stated that an organisation
might disclose both good and bad news voluntarily. On the one hand, organisations with good
news make voluntary disclosures to distinguish themselves from organisations with bad news.
On the other hand, organisations with bad news (e.g. losses) make voluntary disclosures to
signal their capabilities and strengths in eliminating losses in the future. Signalling theory
predicts that healthy organisations tend to disclose more information than distressed
organisations (Ross, 1979). One reason is that robust accounting systems and organisational
performance are interrelated. Another reason is that corporate reporting is seen as a powerful
means to signal information by both organisations and stakeholders (Bromwich, 1992). In this
regard, by applying signalling theory, an organisation may take advantage of forward-looking
information disclosure for reducing the information asymmetry, enhancing the corporate image,

and improving stakeholder relationship management.

Regarding the development of the conceptual framework of this study (Figure 1 (iii)), given
the importance of public disclosures, managers should be aware of the influence of signalling
on their stakeholders. This influence is critically related to the credibility perceived by these
stakeholders (Erdem and Swait,1998). In this regard, prior studies identified several benefits
of publicising disclosures, firstly, management has incentives to signal misleading information
to boost short-term profitability (Balvers et al., 2015). Also, management may also signal
credible information, because misleading disclosure may damage reputation and decrease
value in the long run (Spence, 1973). Secondly, as Spence (1973) stated, an organisation cannot
be distinguished from others unless it sends costly signals. That is, simple voluntarily positive
disclosure will be viewed as “cheap talk” because it does not influence the payoffs (Leland and
Pyle, 1977). Information presented with commitments, including providing measurement and
assurance, will be perceived by stakeholders as credible information (Balvers et al., 2015). It
IS an ongoing issue to verify forward-looking information, thus stakeholders may believe that
an organisation has incentives to be misleading at the time of the disclosure (Athanasakou and
Hussainey, 2014). Furthermore, disclosing forward-looking information containing
sustainability issues is a way to manage organisational reputation risks (Bebbington et al.,
2008). In short, an organisation needs to balance the cost of forward-looking information
disclosure and the credibility of such disclosure as perceived by stakeholders when making
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disclosure decisions. To conclude, signalling theory can be used to explain the motivations of

forward-looking information disclosure and its credibility.

4.3 Considerations in the influence of Suppliers and Customers on Forward-looking
Information Disclosure

The objective of this section is to discuss factors in Figure 1 that relate to RQ1 and RQ2 (refer
to Chapter 1). The discussion combines relevant theories and the literature to explain the
influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure. According to
Graham et al. (2005), determinants of voluntary disclosure fall into incentives and constraints.

Details regarding each aspect are presented separately as follows.

4.3.1 Incentives for Forward-looking Information Disclosure

Prior literature examines organisations’ incentives for disclosing forward-looking information
concerning suppliers and customers from the perspectives of information asymmetry,
transaction cost and resource dependency. Organisations disclose forward-looking information
to reduce information asymmetry and create value (Menicucci and Paolucci, 2018). Then, the
reduced information asymmetry can decrease the transaction cost of each supply chain party
(Williamson, 1979). Additionally, dependent on their suppliers and customers for resources,
organisations are likely to publish more disclosures to satisfy suppliers’ and customers’
information needs (Larrinaga-Gonzalez et al., 2001). Literature and theories regarding the
motivations for making forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers are reflected in the conceptual framework of this study (see Figure 1). The following
paragraphs introduce each aspect respectively with the discussion of relevant theories and

literature.
Information Asymmetry

Information asymmetry is considered one of the most relevant concepts to accounting theories
and forward-looking information disclosure (Menicucci and Paolucci, 2018). Information
asymmetry arises from the imbalance of information availability between insiders and outsiders
(Healy and Palepu, 2001). It has been well established that organisations make voluntary
disclosures to reduce information risk as investors request an information risk premium in the

context of information asymmetry (Meerton, 1987; Graham et al., 2005).

More studies (e.g. Fama and Laffer, 1971; Wallace, 1988; Spence et al., 2010; Hickman, 2020)

argued that other stakeholders also request voluntary disclosures to improve their decision-
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making in such a situation. In this regard, forward-looking information disclosure is a signal
or means to moderate the tension of information asymmetry between organisations and
stakeholders (Menicucci and Paolucci, 2018). For instance, Hickman (2020) argued that non-
owner stakeholders play an important role in reporting behaviours and reinforce the link
between information asymmetry and forward-looking information disclosure. Hence, it is
reasonable to argue that organisations would consider different stakeholders, including

suppliers and customers, when making forward-looking information disclosure decisions.

Based on the above discussion, Figure 1 (v) shows that an organisation would use forward-

looking information disclosure as a signal to stakeholders to reduce information asymmetry.
Transaction Cost

The various propositions of transaction cost theory are used to specifically explain the influence
of supply chain parties on reporting behaviours (Coase, 1937; Williamson, 1979). Transaction
cost theory explains that transaction parties have incentives to behave opportunistically under
information asymmetry (Coase, 1937). Based on transaction cost theory, Williamson (1979)
analysed transactions between an organisation and its suppliers and customers. The paper
argued that opportunism is the main concern of every supply chain party when making
transactions. These transactions can be further classified into three types (Williamson, 1979).
Firstly, discrete transactions are explicitly contracted agreements with short-term nature.
Secondly, long-term transactions are incompletely contracted agreements with contingent
claims under uncertainties. Thirdly, relational transactions normally require contracting parties
to maintain long-term relationships with each other and involve relationship-specific

investments.

Corporate reporting can help reduce information problems in each type of supply chain
transaction. Regarding discrete transactions, suppliers and customers have concerns that the
organisation may not meet their short-term trading requirements, they can use published reports
to assess the short-term performance of an organisation (Hui et al., 2012). As for long-term
transactions, suppliers and customers have concerns about an organisation’s ability to fulfil
their long-term implicit claims. Bull (1987) argued that suppliers and customers see reputation
as an important factor for fulfilling implicit claims before deciding to trade with a particular
organisation. Consequently, an organisation’s act of disclosing positive prospects in the
corporate reports is a signal of good reputation showing they are more likely to fulfil its implicit
claims (Bowen et al., 1995). Concerning relational transactions, financial reports have been
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found to influence suppliers’ and customers’ decisions to make relationship-specific
investments (Dou et al., 2013). This kind of investment is risky because the value created by
these investments highly depends on the continued relationships with the organisation as well
as its future performance (Brush et al., 2012). Thus, to make relational transactions with
suppliers and customers, organisations have motivations to signal their future performance and

willingness to build long-term relationships.

Based on the above discussion about theories and literature, Figure 1 (v) shows that an
organisation would disclose forward-looking information concerning supplies and customers

to reduce transaction costs.
Resource Dependency

Resource dependency theory recognises the influence of external factors on organisational
behaviours and explains how organisations strategically reduce interdependence and
uncertainty. According to Pfeffer (1987), an organisation is constrained by a network of
interdependencies with other organisations. These interdependencies lead to a situation in
which an organisation’s survival and success are uncertain. An organisation, therefore, takes
actions to manage external interdependencies, even though such actions produce new patterns
of dependence. In turn, these patterns of dependence create inter-organisational and intra-
organisational power, which has effects on organisational behaviours. The concept of power,
which is the control over vital resources, is central to organisational strategic actions to manage

external resource dependency (Ulrick and Barney, 1984).

As stakeholder theory states, stakeholders have different and conflicting interests. Frooman
(1999) applied resource dependency theory and explained how stakeholders influence
organisational behaviours through either resource control strategies or pathway strategies.
Firstly, resource control strategies can be further divided into withholding strategy and usage
strategy. In withholding strategy, stakeholders discontinue supplying resources that an
organisation needs until it changes its behaviour. In usage strategy, stakeholders continue to
provide resources with conditions, with the expectation that the organisation will change its
behaviour. Secondly, pathway strategies can be further classified as direct strategy and indirect
strategy. Direct strategy is applied when stakeholders control the resources that an organisation
needs. In contrast, indirect strategy is applied when some stakeholders do not have a direct
relationship with an organisation, but they can also manipulate the flow of resources to an

organisation.
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The degree of dependency for resources between an organisation and a stakeholder determines
which strategy is adopted to influence organisational behaviour (Frooman, 1999). If an
organisation and a stakeholder are highly dependent on each other for resources, the
stakeholder will use a direct-usage strategy to induce the organisation to change its behaviour.
On the contrary, if an organisation is highly dependent on some stakeholders, but these
stakeholders’ degree of dependency on the organisation for resources is low, the stakeholders
will adopt a direct-withholding strategy to influence the organisation’s activities. Another
situation is that if stakeholders are highly dependent on an organisation, but these stakeholders
do not supply critical resources to this organisation, these stakeholders have limited influence
over the organisation. No efficient strategy can be used by stakeholders in this circumstance.
Finally, when the degree of dependency of both an organisation and its stakeholders for
resources on each other is low, an indirect strategy will be adopted (Sharma and Henriques,
2005).

The above discussion highlights that an organisation needs to manage relationships with more
stakeholders. The dependency of an organisation for resources on its stakeholders is a driver
of the change in its accounting practices (Larrinaga-Gonzalez et al., 2001). It is obvious that
organisations are dependent on their customers, suppliers, and other stakeholders for resources.
From Section 2.5.1, suppliers and customers demand forward-looking information for better
decision-making due to the information asymmetry and the concern about opportunistic
behaviours. Organisations would respond to their information needs, especially key suppliers
and customers, as organisations highly depend on them for resources. Further, investors,
governments, regulators, and other stakeholders may also be interested in forward-looking
information concerning suppliers and customers. Therefore, an organisation’s dependency on
various stakeholders for critical resources provides an incentive to make forward-looking

information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers (see Figure 1 (Vv)).

4.3.2 Constraints on Forward-looking Information Disclosure

Forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers is not a primary
reporting practice. It is constrained by proprietary costs, litigation costs, agency problems,
commitment costs, and reporting standards (e.g. Nagar et al., 2003; Singh et al., 2008; Haji and

Anifowose, 2016). The following paragraphs discuss these constraints respectively.

Proprietary Costs
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Proprietary costs arise because of the existence of proprietary information. Proprietary
information, as Cormier and Gordon (2001) defined it, is value-relevant private information. It
is used by competitors, customers, suppliers, and other third parties for self-interests (Cormier
and Megnan, 1999).

Proprietary costs are significant concerns of organisations when making forward-looking
information disclosure, especially involving information regarding suppliers and customers,
products and services, and supply chains (Singh et al., 2008). Organisations do not prefer to be
exposed to competitors and/or to lose competitive advantage in product markets (Jarratt and
Stiles, 2010). Competitors may use the disclosed information in the organisational reports to
adjust their product plans. Such action may restrict the level of voluntary disclosures (Lev,
1992). Yet, this type of information may still be available in other sources (Lev, 1992). When
investigating this situation, Healy and Palepu (2001) stated that proprietary cost theory can be
applied to explain the consequences of full disclosure, whereby the threats of competitors will
motivate organisations not to disclose information is greater than any benefit offered by

disclosure.

Based on the above discussion on theories and relevant studies, proprietary costs increase when
an organisation is operating in a highly competitive industry or with strong government
regulations (Meek et al., 1995). The extent to which proprietary costs discourage forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers is related to the nature and
level of competition in the organisation’s operating industry. Hence, the proprietary cost is a
concern for an organisation when making forward-looking information disclosure decisions

(see Figure 1 (iv)).
Litigation Costs

Litigation costs affect forward-looking information disclosure in two ways. Firstly, litigation
encourages organisations to disclose more information, especially negative outcomes of
organisational activities. Haji and Anifowose (2016) argued that organisations may exaggerate
positive information whilst obscuring or dismissing negative information. Furthermore, due to
the managers’ career concerns, their managers are unwilling to report negative prospects
(Nagar et al., 2003; Graham et al., 2005) and/or are afraid of negative market reactions (Kothari
et al., 2009). Thus, it is reasonable to assume that organisations may not disclose more and
broader forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers due to litigation costs.

Secondly, relevant literature suggests that litigation costs reduce organisations’ incentives to
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disclose forward-looking information, especially future forecasts (Skinner, 1997; Johnson et
al., 2001; Chen et al., 2008; Athanasakou and Hussainey, 2014). In addition, Adams (2017a)
found that the concern of directors’ liability is a significant barrier to IR in Australia.

Based on the above discussions on theories and the literature, Figure 1 (iv) shows that litigation
costs concern is related to an organisation’s decision to make forward-looking information

disclosure.
Other Constraints

Figure 1 (iv) shows that there are other constraints on forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers, such as agency problems, disclosure precedent, and
reporting framework. The following paragraphs explain each constraint by discussing with

theories and the relevant literature.

Firstly, agency problems, arising from a situation where one party holds an information
advantage over another party, constrain disclosures of different types of forward-looking
information (Nagar et al., 2003). It occurs as organisations intend to avoid the unfavourable
attention of stakeholders (Berger and Hann, 2003). When organisations anticipate negative
prospects, they are reluctant to disclose actual forecasts for maintaining shareholder confidence
and surviving in the market (Kothari et al., 2009). Therefore, organisations may ignore
forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers if they are experiencing

supply chain management issues.

Secondly, setting a disclosure precedent is another constraint of forward-looking information
disclosure (Bushee et al., 2003; Graham et al., 2005). According to signalling theory, when
using corporate reporting as a means to signal performance, managers should be aware of the
influence of signalling on their stakeholders (Connelly et al., 2011). To manage stakeholders’
perceptions of the signalling effect, organisations should maintain the same pattern/level of
disclosures in the future since stakeholders would not accept any lower level of disclosures
(Graham et al., 2005). Furthermore, achieving disclosure precedent involves commitment costs
to maintain the level of disclosures (Graham et al., 2005). That is, the signalling effect would
be negative if an organisation is unable to maintain a disclosure precedent. Thus, disclosure
precedent may constrain forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers as collecting information regarding suppliers and customers involves a great deal of

commitment, and the level of this disclosure is hard to maintain.
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Thirdly, reporting standards or frameworks can be the other constraint of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. This type of information is
generally disclosed on a voluntary basis according to managerial discretion (Clarkson et al.,
2008). Therefore, it is reasonable to argue that organisations may not disclose information-
looking information in relation to suppliers and customers when no standard/framework

requires organisations to do so.

4.4 Considerations in the Credibility of Forward-looking Information Disclosure Concerning
Suppliers and Customers

This section discusses factors in Figure 1 that relate to RQ3 (refer to Chapter 1). The discussion
combines relevant theories and the literature to explain factors regarding organisations’
incentives for disclosing both credible and misleading forward-looking information. These
factors include information environment, market competition, signalling effect, and the role of

corporate governance. The following sub-sections present details of each factor.

4.4.1 Information Environment

Information environment is inherently relevant to an organisation’s decision of disclosing
forward-looking information. More specifically, a high level of information asymmetry leads
to adverse selection (Akerlof, 1970). Verrecchia’s (1983) early theoretical work indicated that
voluntary disclosures reduce information asymmetry and improve an organisation’s
information environment. Relevant studies had confirmed this theoretical position with
evidence that organisations increased the frequency of voluntary disclosures when information
environment is poor (Waymire, 1985; Lang and Lundholm, 1993; Tasker, 1998). Making
voluntary disclosures is a strategy for organisations to reduce information asymmetry (Giner,
1997; Healy and Palepu, 2001). Athanasakou and Hussainey (2014) stated that organisations
made more forward-looking performance disclosures when their income streams are less
predictable or they experience volatility and uncertainty in their operations. However,
organisations have incentives to make credible or untrustworthy disclosures if the purpose of
forward-looking information disclosure is to mitigate information asymmetry. On the one hand,
providing credible information in relation to future performance may raise stakeholder
confidence even when the organisation is experiencing difficulties. The extent to which this
action can raise stakeholder confidence depends on the organisation’s reputation (Athanasakou
and Hussainey, 2014). On the other hand, stakeholders believe that organisations purposely use
disclosures to convey the certainty of future performance, thus some types of forward-looking

information may not be credible to stakeholders unless data verification mechanisms have been
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implemented (Cade et al., 2020). Hence, managerial incentives at the time of publishing

forward-looking information disclosure determine its credibility.

Based on the above discussion on theories and literature, Figure 1 (vii) shows that the
incentives for disclosing forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers and

the credibility of this disclosure practice are interrelated in the information environment.

4.4.2 Legitimacy and Stakeholder Approaches for Market competition

As mentioned in Section 4.2.1 and Section 4.2.2, legitimacy theory and stakeholder theory
suggest that organisations voluntarily disclose more information to fulfil their commitments to
various stakeholders and society, such as a reaction to environmental pressures (Guthrie and
Parker, 1989), a response to the changes of social expectations (Chelli et al., 2014), and a
response to diverse information needs of stakeholders (Tayles et al., 2007). From the strategic
view of legitimacy theory and stakeholder theory, organisations receive pressure from the
environment in which they compete to behave in an acceptable way (Mobus, 2005; Tayles et
al., 2007). Moreover, Graves and Waddock (1994) stated that stakeholders’ long-term
perspectives of an organisation were related to the organisation’s legitimation and capacity to
compete in the markets. In this regard, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) argued that organisations
will imitate the successful practices or behaviours carried out by their peer organisations. That
is, if most organisations in the same industry or market have adopted mechanisms to enhance
the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure, including forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers, the others will be forced to carry
out a similar practice for survival. Hence, Figure 1 (vi) shows that legitimacy and stakeholder
concerns determine the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning

suppliers and customers.

4.4.3 Signalling Effects

The conceptual framework of this study (Figure 1 (vii)) shows that organisations consider
signalling effects when making forward-looking information disclosure and signalling effects
are related to the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure. Specifically,
organisations would use forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers to signal their sustainability performance and compliance with relevant regulations.
However, stakeholders have different perceptions of these signalling effects. The following

paragraphs present details.

Signal Sustainability Performance
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As mentioned in Section 4.2, theories predict that organisations would use various
organisational reports to signal their sustainability performance to improve their reputation
(Steyn, 2014; Perez et al., 2017; Varadarajan, 2017). From impression management
perspectives, individuals and organisations may select specific aspects of their identities to
present in a particular encounter (Goffman, 1959). Multiple studies have adopted these
perspectives and reported different findings. For example, Tata and Prasad (2015) stated that
effective sustainability communication via organisational reports was important for
organisations to signal sustainability performance and manage stakeholders’ impressions.
Furthermore, by combining legitimacy theory perspectives, organisations may also use
organisational reports as an impression management tactic to restore legitimacy after
controversial events that threaten organisational image (Ravasi and Schultz, 2006) or
proactively increase acceptance of disputable decisions and activities (Elsbach et al., 1998;
Siegel and Brockner, 2005).

The revision of literature (Section 2.6.2) indicates that organisations have incentives to
misrepresent sustainability reports and stakeholders’ perceptions of the credibility of
sustainability information vary. In this regard, Coram et al. (2009) stated that a linkage exists
between sustainability performance and the credibility of relevant non-financial disclosures.
Based on this statement, Wang and Tuttle (2014) argued that sustainability performance served
as a significant factor in the stock valuation process in the absence of correlated and observable
variables. In a similar spirit, Brown-Liburd and Zamora (2015) found that the credibility of
CSR disclosure was correlated to CSR performance. The paper further explained that the
demands for the justification of CSR disclosure credibility increased when managerial pay is
tied to CSR performance. Thus, management has incentives to signal sustainability
performance, and these incentives are concerns of stakeholders when evaluating the credibility

of sustainability reporting/CSR disclosure.

Based on these theoretical perspectives and relevant literature, organisations would disclose
their actual sustainability performance as credible disclosures are positively related to financial
performance (Bernardi and Stark, 2018) and the improvement of reputation (Hodge et al.,
2006). In contrast, others argued that sustainability disclosure in response to the stakeholders’
information demands may lack credibility and transparency as the information is purposely
selected for impression management (Boiral, 2013; Gold and Heikkurinen, 2017). Therefore,

current theories explain the incentives of organisations making both credible and misleading

70



disclosures; yet, how organisations enhance the credibility of sustainability information

disclosures and mislead stakeholders has not been fully addressed.

Sustainability information, including sustainable supply chains, is a part of forward-looking
information disclosure (see Section 2.5). Hence, the concerns of organisations regarding
singling effects of sustainability performance would be applicable to forward-looking

information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers (see Figure 1(vi)).
Compliance with Regulations

Forward-looking information disclosure is encouraged by regulatory bodies (Wang and Li,
2016). Accordingly, the tendency to regulate non-financial disclosures is growing, and this
trend will affect the credibility of relevant disclosures since organisations have to inform about
other activities (del Mar Miras-Rodriguez and Di Pietra, 2018). Hiatt et al. (2015) argued that
forward-looking information disclosure might be treated as cheap talk unless it is regulated
with consequences. This is because forward-looking information disclosure is overwhelmingly
dominated by positive outcomes (Cho et al., 2020). In addition, del Mar Miras-Rodriguez and
Di Pietra (2018) found that organisations in regulation-based countries tended to get non-
financial disclosures assured to enhance the credibility of disclosures and to legitimate
themselves to stakeholders. Industry’s self-regulation is also useful in terms of encouraging
organisations to behave in a socially responsible manner (Campbell, 2007). Thus, it is
reasonable to argue that regulation stimulates organisations to increase the credibility of

disclosed information.

Despite the fact that regulation positively influences the credibility of non-financial disclosures,
Wang and Li (2016) found that this effect was limited to a certain degree of regulation, and it
is not applicable to mandatory disclosures. Specifically, this study argued that although
regulated mandatory non-financial disclosure allows organisations to communicate their other
commitments and achievements to society, such disclosures may be seen as simply a signal of
fulfilling regulatory obligations. Therefore, pushing mandatory forward-looking information
disclosure, including forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers, is a way to enhance disclosure credibility but both regulators and organisations need

to consider the perceived signalling effect by stakeholders.

The Perceived Credibility of Forward-looking Information Disclosure
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The literature review of this study (Section 2.6.2) indicates that stakeholders have different
perceptions of the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure. VVoluntary disclosure
is a legitimate strategy/tool for organisations to manage stakeholder relationships and their
impressions (Mobus, 2005). Impression management involves an attempt to ensure that the
purposely selected images by an organisation can be perceived accurately by audiences
(Goffman, 1959). In this regard, Carter (2006) argued that stakeholders and audiences play
important roles in organisational impression management. Furthermore, how audiences
perceive the organisational image motivates an organisation to decrease the incongruence with
the organisation’s desired image (i.e. how the organisation would like its image to be perceived
by the target audience) through corporate disclosures (Tata and Prasad, 2015). That is,
stakeholders’ perceptions of the organisational reports influence how organisations present the

information to satisfy stakeholders’ different information demands and concerns.

Despite the fact that large evidence indicated stakeholders recognised the content and value of
forward-looking information disclosure variously, research on the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure as perceived by different stakeholders is scarce (Athanasakou
and Hussainey, 2014). As signalling theory suggests, organisations should be aware that the
effect of signalling on their stakeholders critically depends on the credibility as perceived by
these stakeholders (Erdem and Swait,1998). That is, organisations may adjust their disclosure
strategy according to how stakeholders perceive the credibility of disclosed information. Hence,
it is crucial to investigate the characteristics that make stakeholders believe would increase the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure as these characteristics influence the

incentives of organisations making such a disclosure.

Based on the above discussion on theories and the literature, Figure 1 (vi) shows that
organisations may use impression management to influence stakeholders’ perceptions of the

credibility of forward-looking information disclosure.

4.4.4 The Role of Corporate Governance

Corporate governance, with particular references to governance structure and principles, is
found to be important as it enhances the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
(Jizi etal., 2014). It is argued that voluntary disclosures are camouflaging and do not represent
better performance or even distract stakeholders from an organisation’s actual performance
(Michelon et al., 2016). Del Mar Miras-Rodriguez and Di Pietra (2018) argued that the

management team should take a leadership role in enhancing the usefulness of corporate
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governance mechanisms that ensure the credibility of organisational reports. Following this
agreement, Crifo et al. (2019) suggested that theories need to move beyond the paradigms of
agency theory to extend the explanation of the role of corporate governance in forward-looking

information disclosure.

Multiple studies examined how governance structure, principles, and the expertise of the
management determine the mechanisms used by organisations to enhance the credibility of
corporate disclosures. For instance, del Mar Miras-Rodriguez and Di Pietra (2018) found that
organisations with more concentrated ownership would choose to assure their voluntary
disclosures. This decision indicated these organisations monitor their management’s activities.
Furthermore, Hodge et al. (2006) pointed out that the level of discretion given to the
management when preparing organisational reports influenced how stakeholders considered
the incentives of organisations making voluntary disclosures. Moreover, Chan et al. (2014)
stated that corporate governance quality, including transparency, accountability, and
independence, adds credibility to voluntary disclosures. In addition, by extending this research
areato IR, Wang et al. (2020) found that traditional governance mechanisms (i.e. the board and
the audit committee) were positively related to the reporting quality of IR and the use of
credibility-enhancing mechanisms (CEMSs). This paper further identified that sustainability-
oriented corporate governance mechanisms (i.e. sustainability committee and the use of non-
financial performance measures in executives’ compensation contracts) have a greater effect
on enhancing the quality of reporting. This study concluded that the effectiveness of these
corporate governance mechanisms depended on the diligence and expertise of the board of
directors and audit committee, and the independence of a sustainability committee. Based on
these previous studies, it can be argued that corporate governance is an essential factor when
examining the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and

customers (see Figure 1 (vi)).

To conclude this sub-section, the conceptual framework of this study (Figure 1) shows that the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure is essential for organisations if they want
to legitimate themselves to stakeholders and create values. To achieve so, organisations may
implement various mechanisms. The incentives of adopting these mechanisms are interrelated
to the perceived disclosure credibility by stakeholders. Therefore, exploring the characteristics
that stakeholders believe can assist the analysis of incentives for making credible forward-

looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.
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4.5 Summary of the Chapter
This chapter has considered various theories in forward-looking information disclosure and

explained how relevant theories and literature inform the conceptual framework of this study.

Stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and signalling theory provide various explanations of
the motivations of organisations to make forward-looking information disclosure. These
theories can also be used to understand how motivations influence the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure. Stakeholder theory predicts that organisations use forward-
looking information disclosure to discharge their accountability to stakeholders and better
manage stakeholder relationships. Legitimacy theory sees forward-looking information
disclosure as a tool for organisations to gain, maintain, and repair legitimacy. Signalling theory
explains that organisations have different intentions to signal credible or misleading forward-

looking information.

Many studies focused on how various stakeholders motivate organisations to disclose forward-
looking information in light of stakeholder-legitimacy theory. However, little attention was
given to the question of whether an organisation will consider suppliers and customers (as
primary stakeholders) when making forward-looking information disclosure decisions. This
study discusses considerations in the influence of suppliers and customers in an organisation’s
decision to make forward-looking information disclosure from three perspectives: information
asymmetry, transaction cost, and resource dependency. Firstly, forward-looking information
disclosure is argued to be useful in reducing the information gap and solving the information
asymmetry problem between an organisation and its suppliers and customers. Organisations,
in turn, would also benefit from making more voluntary disclosures. Secondly, the reduced
information asymmetry decreases the transaction cost of an organisation and helps to build
reputation with suppliers and customers. A good reputation and sound relationships with
suppliers and customers enable organisations to continually create value. Thirdly, from the
resource dependency view, organisations benefit from forward-looking information disclosure
as organisations depend on their suppliers and customers for resources. Responding to their
information needs is useful in securing resources from them. Therefore, this study argues that
an organisation would consider suppliers and customers when making forward-looking

information disclosure decisions.

The motivations and the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure are interrelated

since how stakeholders perceive the disclosure credibility would affect the motivations and the
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extent of forward-looking information disclosure. Therefore, this study discuss considrations
in exploring the credibility of forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers
from perspectives of information environment, market competition, singling effects, and the
role of corporate governance. Through the lenses of stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory,
this study argues that information environment and market competition influence the extent to
which an organisation make efforts to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure. Furthermore, organisations consider signalling effects when deciding the content of
forward-looking information disclosure and mechanisms adopted to enhance credibility.
Moreover, stakeholders’ perceptions of signalling effects are influenced by concerns about
impression management. In addition, corporate governance plays an important role in deciding
which mechanisms to implement to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure. Based on the revision of relevant studies, it is reasonable to argue that the influential
factors of the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure would also have an impact
on the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure specifically concerning suppliers
and customers. Consequently, it is crucial to consider the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers to fully investigate the motivations

for making such a disclosure.

The next chapter presents the research methodology of this thesis.
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

5.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the methodological design of this doctoral research. The following
sections provide the justification for why these methodologies are applied throughout the data

collection and analysis process in light of the research philosophy.

In this chapter, Section 5.2 presents the philosophical foundation grounded in this study’s
theoretical background (Chapter 4). It then justifies the rationale for adopting the multi-method
approach which includes the methods of content analysis and interview. Section 5.3 introduces
the research design, including the procedure for conducting content analysis (Phase 1) and
interviews (Phase 2). It first describes the content analysis technique applied to data collection
from organisational reports. Then, it introduces the design of interviews. This sub-section
addresses participant selection, interview question development, conducting interviews, data
coding and analysis, as well as consideration of conducting interviews. Section 5.4 explains
the validity and reliability of the research design. Section 5.5 summarises the chapter.

5.2 Research Philosophy, Multi-method and Content Analysis and Interview

This section describes the philosophical foundations underpinning this research, followed by
the justification for adopting the multi-method approach which combines content analysis and
interview as methods for conducting this study.

5.2.1 Research Philosophy

Research in each discipline is developed within a particular paradigm. The concept of paradigm,
initially mentioned by Kuhn (1962), refers to the set of practices defining a scientific discipline
during a particular period of time. This concept fits accounting and other social sciences since
the object of social sciences is always a practice (Ngrreklit et al., 2010). The paradigm
influences research objectives, research questions, methodology and methods adopted to
collect and analyse data, as well as the interpretation of the results (Lukka, 2010). As the choice
of paradigm ultimately relates to this study’s philosophical assumptions and methodological

approach, it is important to first understand different paradigms in accounting research.

Modell (2010) broadly classified accounting research paradigms into the mainstream paradigm
and alternative paradigm. The mainstream paradigm is rooted in economics-based functionalist
perspectives, whereas the alternative paradigm is sociology-based and informed by interpretive

and critical perspectives (Ryan et al., 2002). The functionalist perspective is problem-oriented

76



and concerned with “provide practical solutions to practical problems” (Burrell and Morgan,
1979, p. 26). That is, the functionalist perspective assumes that organisations are rational
entities and provide rational solutions to address rational problems. In this sense, the
ontological position of the mainstream paradigm is objectivism. Objectivism assumes that
social phenomena and their meanings are objective conceptions of reality, and human
behaviour is constrained by the external social environment at different levels (Burrell and
Morgan, 1979; Bryman, 2016). Referring to the concept of functionalism, Modell (2010)
argues that the mainstream paradigm is rooted in positivist epistemology. This epistemological
stance reflects how researchers apply economic theories (e.g. positive accounting theories) to
develop hypotheses and how they rely heavily on quantitative methods (e.g. using large

samples) to explain and predict substantive accounting phenomena.

Unlike the mainstream paradigm which assumes that all people are opportunistic and wealth
accumulation is the centre of all rational decisions (Deegan, 2004), the alternative paradigm is
sociology-based and is used to address issues of morality, loyalty, and social responsibility
(Ryanetal., 2002). It combines interpretivism and critical realism. The interpretive perspective
is associated with constructionism ontology which states that “social phenomena and their
meanings are continually being accomplished by social actors” (Bryman, 2016, p. 33). It
implies that social phenomena are produced through social interaction and in a status of
constant revision. From this implication, interpretive accounting research aims to determine
the meaning of an action by the actors around it within the wider social framework (Ansari and
Bell, 1991; Hopper and Powell, 1985; Lukka, 2010). Interpretivists argue that generalisation is
not of crucial importance in research as the interpretive paradigm requires researchers to
understand and explain a specific situation/phenomenon (Saunders et al., 2009). Further,
critical realism accepts the existence of some reasonably stable and mind-independent reality
but rejects the possibility of verifying research findings in any absolute or “objective” sense

(Modell, 2009).

When taking into account the philosophical assumptions, methodological approaches, and
theoretical underpinnings, this study suits the alternative paradigm and holds the interpretive

perspective in guiding inquiry. This study applies such an approach for the following reasons.

As this study aims to investigate reporting practices and justify a solution to the reporting issue
(i.e. an approach to including supplier and customer when making forward-looking information

disclosure to respond to stakeholders’ information demands), it involves collecting and
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analysing a large sample of organisational reports adopting the content analysis method and
interview data adopting semi-structured interview method. With the application of a
combination of positive accounting and normative accounting theories (refer to Chapter 4), this
study carries out the inquiry from the interpretivist’s stance. Interpretivism allows researchers
to reveal different possible scenarios from a given text or narrative through interpretation
(Unerman and Chapman, 2014). In the case of this study, organisational reports and interviews
are analysed separately, and the findings are discussed integratedly to provide evidence-based
insights into current accounting practices. On the one hand, this philosophical stance can
address the purposes of this study which are the applicability of the approach to supplier and
customer inclusiveness when making forward-looking information disclosure and the
credibility of this reporting practice. On the other hand, the interpretivist’s perspective
resonates with this study’s investigation of the richer contexts for the relationships between
humanity and nature (Lehman and Kuruppu, 2017). Thus, the interpretivism approach is
appropriate for enquiring into the role of suppliers and customers in forward-looking
inforamttion disclosure and revealing hidden insights about change and possible unintended

consequences.

In conclusion, the phenomenon being studied suggests that this study applies the interpretivism
approach using the multi-method. This approach not only describes and explores the socially-
constructed reality of the researched phenomenon but also increases the predictive
understanding of the phenomenon or even generalises various accounting phenomena (Modell,

2010). The next section details the rationale for the use of the multi-method in this study.

5.2.2 Rationale for Multi-method Approach

The ontological and epistemological views underpin research approaches, and they are
reflected in the methodology and methods chosen for addressing the research questions (Corbin
and Strauss, 2008; Scotland, 2012). The objectives of this study are twofold. (1) To identify
the causal relationships among elements (i.e. suppliers and customers and an organisation’s
decision to make forward-looking information disclosure) and (2) to describe the underlying
complex pattern and roles of the elements of a research phenomenon (i.e. how suppliers and
customers influence an organisation’s decision on making forward-looking information
disclosure and the credibility of this disclosure practice). Considering the research paradigm
and the objectives of this study, the multi-method approach containing quantitative and
qualitative data is appropriate for this study as it enables researchers to gain rich descriptions
of a social phenomenon (Lukka, 2009; Modell, 2009; 2010).
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The quantitative research approach is reality-based through empirical testing to gain objective
knowledge about the research phenomenon (Richardson, 2012). This type of research approach
also allows other researchers to reproduce similar investigations in other contexts (Bryman,
2016). However, quantitative studies typically provide surface depictions of the effects of
causal powers in a particular social context and, therefore, are insufficient for producing causal
explanations (Modell, 2009). To address the need for an in-depth understanding of the
underlying complex patterns, Sayer (2000) suggested that qualitative probing, such as
interviews, can be an important complement to statistical analyses. Qualitative methods enable
researchers to engage with participants and to discover their experience of a social phenomenon
and its meaning (Adams and Larrinaga-Gonzalez, 2007; Adams and McNicholas, 2007). The
qualitative method resonates with the critical realist’s view, which accepts an objective reality
exists and aims to explain particular social problems and generate practical outcomes (Houston,
2010). As the purpose of this study is to provide insights into the empirical manifestations of
the causal powers embedded in real mechanisms (Mingers, 2000), a multi-method research

approach is adopted.

From a practical perspective, the multi-method improves the validity of results and findings as
the deficiencies of one method can be compensated by the strengths of another method (Miles
et al., 2014). Many prior studies focused on the role of suppliers and customers in forward-
looking information disclosure using large-sample quantitative methods to provide statistical
explanations (Chen et al., 2019). However, these studies have limitations in terms of choosing
variables and proxies. Firstly, large-sample analyses may not always be able to explain the
phenomenon completely since regression analysis may contain variables with measurement
errors. Secondly, there are difficulties in choosing appropriate proxies for both supplier and
customer relationships and forward-looking information disclosure. Besides, prior studies
adopted different models and proxies, so it is challenging to examine these results. Thirdly,
quantitative methods do not allow researchers to test which theory can best explain the
phenomenon because different theories may be proxied by the same variables (Beattie et al.,
2004; Alsaeed, 2006; Kilig¢ and Kuzey, 2018; Menicucci, 2018). For example, firm size is
proxied to explain cross-sectional variation in reporting decisions in many studies (Kili¢ and
Kuzey, 2018; Menicucci, 2018). The variation may be caused by firm risk, stakeholder pressure,
or political costs and the results can be explained by stakeholder theory, political economy
theory, and/or other theories. In addition, merely depending on quantitative data is unable to

fully address the research questions. Hence, quantitative data (e.g. quantitative analysis of
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organisational reports) is insufficient to explore the role of suppliers and customers in forward-
looking information disclosure, this study also collects qualitative data via qualitative analysis
of organisational reports and the means of the interview to compensate for the weakness of the
quantitative approach.

In conclusion, the integration of quantitative and qualitative evidence strengthens the analytic
findings when the results of each method support, corroborate, or contradict each other (Miles
etal., 2014). It is possible that the findings are consistent or contradicted based on the analysis
of organisational reports and interview data. Thus, the adoption of the multi-method collecting
data from different sources offers an opportunity for this study to provide extensive evidence

on forward-looking information disclosure research.

5.2.3 Content Analysis and Interview as Methods

The research paradigm, research questions, and theoretical framework determine which
research methods to be used (Yin, 2009). As this study explores a contemporary phenomenon
in a close-up manner, it relies heavily on multiple sources of evidence. Besides, as the
boundaries between phenomenon and context cannot be clearly distinguished (Modell, 2009),
a combination of content analysis and interview seems to be appropriate for this study.

According to Holsti (1969, p.14), content analysis is “any technique for making inferences by
objectively and systematically identifying specified characteristics of message” and aims to
reduce the raw data into manageable amounts for analysis. Content analysis has been widely
used in studies on narrative disclosures as it enables both qualitative and quantitative
information to be coded into predefined categories; therefore, derives patterns from the
presentation and reporting of information (Guthrie et al., 2004; Guthrie and Abeysekera, 2006).
According to this study’s theoretical framework (Chapter 4), managers have different
incentives to use forward-looking information disclosure as a means to communicate with
various stakeholders. It is appropriate to adopt the method of content analysis to gain initial
knowledge as to whether organisations consider suppliers and customers when making
forward-looking information disclosure decisions and the patterns of disclosures via a large
sample of transitional reports. In addition, this study also aims to explore the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure. Based on the signalling theory (Section 4.2.3), if the
commitments (e.g. external assurance and measurement) are absent, forward-looking
information disclosure might simply be used to comply with regulation and/or enhance

corporate image, rather than signalling credible information to report users. Therefore, using
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content analysis to distinguish the simple signal of forward-looking information disclosure
from a credible signal with commitments is appropriate to analyse the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure. Finally, since few studies are focusing on forward-looking
information disclosure in the context of IR, quantitative data is also collected via content
analysis with an aim to have a better understanding of the context and identify potential

interviewees and develop interview questions before engaging with the organisations.

A social phenomenon cannot be fully understood without considering the context, for example,
the individual organisation, industry membership, and political background (Buhr, 1998). To
gain an insight into the organisations’ incentives of making forward-looking information
disclosure and the characteristics of credibility perceived by stakeholders, interviews were
conducted as it enables closely engagement with organisations and various stakeholders. The
results of the interviews can enhance the knowledge of the current practice of forward-looking
information disclosure, the role of suppliers and customers in an organisation’s process of
making disclosure decisions, and how interviewees perceive the credibility of current forward-
looking information disclosure. Furthermore, this method is applied in response to Adams’
(2002) call for more engagement studies examining the influence of internal factors (e.g.
reporting processes and management attitudes) and Dumay et al.’s (2016) identification of the
research gap that most of the IR studies did not engage with individual organisations.
Regarding the other advantage of using such a method, this study discussed the findings of the
interviews with content analysis data to internal check on the validity of different sources of
data; and therefore, enhanced the reliability of the data. This process was referred to as data
triangulation (Webb et al., 1996; Yin, 1981; Hoque, 2018). Therefore, conducting a content
analysis of organisational reports and then followed by interviews with organisations and

stakeholders is argued to be an appropriate method and sequence for this study.

5.3 Research Design

The following sections present the research design, showing the logical sequence for
conducting the research (how data was collected and analysed). Figure 3 shows the summary
of the research design of this study. The processes of conducting content analysis and

interviews are explained respectively.
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Figure 2:Summary of the research design
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5.3.1 Content Analysis

The first phase of research design is content analysis. The purpose of using content analysis is
to address RQ1: How well does forward-looking information disclosed by organisations
address suppliers’ and customers’ information needs in the context of IR?; RQ2: How do
suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information disclosure in the context of
IR?”; and RQ3: What characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers?. The content analysis of organisational reports
allows this study to determine whether organisations disclose forward-looking information that
suppliers and customers demanded. Yet, this study is aware that the use of content analysis
may not be able to fully address RQs due to the inability of this method to gain evidence from
the viewports of report preparers and stakeholders. Hence, this study interviewed both people
from organisations and other stakeholders during the second phase of data collection (refer to
Section 5.3.2 for details).

Content analysis is a method used for gathering data from texts which involves codifying both
qualitative and quantitative information into categories based on predetermined criteria
(Krippendorff, 1980; Guthrie et al., 2004). It is commonly used in studies on corporate
reporting (e.g. Unerman, 2000; Wilmhurst and Frost, 2000; Stubbs and Higgins, 2014; Setia et
al., 2015; Robertson and Samy, 2015), including IR studies, to understand its trends and
patterns. According to Krippendorff (1980), the process of carrying out content analysis
includes the steps of material collection, category and decision rules development, and material
evaluation. Material collection includes selecting sample organisations to be analysed and
identifying the unit of analysis in organisational reports. Category and decision rules
development involves developing checklists and decision rules regarding the research topics to
record, classify, and assist analysis of selected materials. Material evaluation is achieved by
applying categories and decision rules developed from the previous step to analyse the coded

data. These steps of Krippendorff’s (1980) approach were followed systematically in this study.

Four objectives of content analysis were set before undertaking the first phase of the research
design. The first one was to assess whether suppliers and customers have an influence on the
forward-looking information disclosure made by sample organisations. This is, to examine the
extent to which the sample organisations reported forward-looking information in which the
suppliers and customers were interested. The second objective was to explore how suppliers
and customers influence forward-looking information disclosure. That is, to examine the

influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure. The third
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objective was to investigate which characteristics of credibility are displayed in the sample
reports. That is, to examine how the sample organisations measure, manage, and disclose
forward-looking information. The final objective was to identify potential interviewees and
develop interview questions based on the findings of the content analysis. The following

sections present the application of Krippendorff’s (1980) approach in more detail.

5.3.1.1 Material Collection
This section explains the reasons and processes for selecting sample organisations and defining

the unit of analysis.

5.3.1.1.1 Sample Selection

The initial sample selected for content analysis includes a total of 100 organisations’
organisational reports published by the top 20 listed companies on five different countries’
stock exchanges (i.e. South Africa, U.K., Germany, Japan, and Singapore) ended from August
31%, 2018, to June 30", 2019. The reason for selecting reports from these countries is that these
regulatory environments are supportive of this study’s objectives. The relevant reporting
requirements and recommendations in each country are summarised in Table 2. Detailed

explanations of why each country is suitable for this study are presented later in this section.
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Table 2: Reporting requirements concerning forward-looking information disclosure in each country (the applied requirements are in italic)

South 2010 Mandatory IR for JSE listed companies.
Africa 2016 The King Committee released King IV Report on Corporate Governance emphasising on IR and IT.
UK 2006 Strategic Report and Directors’ Report are required by the Company Act.
2011 Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales issued Recommendations on risk reporting.
2018 PRA Pension Disclosures required disclosing policy on financial material considering ESG factors.
UK Corporate Governance Code required disclosing longer-term viability statement.
2019 Mandatory greenhouse gas reporting was updated and extended to cover large unquoted companies
Companies Act integrates European NFRD requiring companies to disclose non-financial information.
Directors must issue a statement on engagement with employees, suppliers, customers and others.
2020 The TCFD recommendation apply to UK listed companies in the financial and non-financial sectors.
2024 Energy consumption reporting is mandatory applying Energy Savings Opportunity Scheme.
Germany 2017 CSR-Richtlinie-Umsetzungsgesetz requires all listed companies and all financial companies with more
than 500 employees to report on certain sustainability information.
2019 German law — the Commercial Code (HGB) requires publicly traded parent organisations to provide a
separate audited Group Management Report containing forward-looking information.
Japan 2018 Japanese Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry published TCFD Guidance for companies.
Singapore 2016 Annual sustainability report is mandatory on a "comply or explain” basis for listed companies.
2020 Monetary Authority of Singapore issued Guidelines on Environmental Risk Management for banks,
insurers and asset managers.
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Furthermore, the samples used in this study are publicly traded organisations as they are more
likely to voluntarily disclose non-financial information (Gray et al., 1995). In line with prior
studies (e.g. Steyn, 2014; Martini et al., 2016), the criterion used for the selection of
organisations is to choose the largest 20 organisations in each stock exchange by market
capitalisation for the year 2019, which is the most recent and applicable information. The
names and websites of sample companies are obtained from each Exchange’s website. The
final sample includes a total of 96 companies across various sectors, as there are four multi-

listed companies.

In terms of the selection of specific organisational reports for conducting this study, Unerman
(2000) stated that choosing appropriate documents for analysis is an important step in
demonstrating the rigorous reliability of the content analysis. Early studies on non-financial
disclosure and studies on stakeholder accountability (e.g. Tilt, 1994; Deegan and Rankin, 1997)
selected annual reports as the main source of data. However, others argued that exclusively
focusing on annual reports may result in an incomplete picture of disclosure practices as annual
reports offer a snapshot of the management’s mindset in a particular period (see Roberts, 1991,
Gray et al., 1995). Recent studies found that more types of organisational reports emerged as
mediums for organisations to communicate their sustainability performance, organisational
vision and mission, and other non-financial information to a larger number of stakeholders
(Steyn, 2014; Pérez et al., 2017; Varadarajan, 2017). Moreover, Unerman (2000) argued that
determining the impact of different reports requires an analysis of both the attitudes of
management writing the reports and the impact of these reports on the behaviour and views of
reports users. Varadarajan (2017) stated that an increasing number of organisations are
engaging with sustainability/CSR reporting to enhance reputation and better communicate with
stakeholders. Therefore, other types of organisational reports have become a common reporting
practice and important sources for stakeholders to get non-financial information. Furthermore,
not all organisations that adopted/applied the <IR> Framework labelled their reports as
“Integrated Report”. To conduct a comprehensive analysis of forward-looking information
disclosure practice, this study manually collected data from the sample organisations’ reports,

including integrated reports, annual reports, sustainability/CSR reports, and/or strategic reports.

Moreover, reports of sample organisations ended on different dates. The reports ended from
August 31, 2018, to June 30", 2019, published by sample organisations were selected for
conducting content analysis. These reports were the most recently available reports of each
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sample organisation at the commencement of this study. The summary and the detailed list of

sample organisations by counties and sectors are presented in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3: Summary of Sample Organisations for Content Analysis

Country

Total no. of
sample
organisations

Sectors

Report date

Market
Capitalisation
range ($B)

South Africa

20

Communications,
Consumer Staples,
Financials, Industrials,
Materials, Technology

31.12.2018-
30.06.2019

3.9-173.16

UK

17

Communications,
Consumer
Discretionary,
Consumer Staples,
Energy,

Financials, Health care,
Materials, Technology,
Utilities

31.12.2018-
30.06.2019

28.55-161.97

Germany

20

Communications,
Consumer
Discretionary,
Consumer Staples,
Financials, Health care,
Industrials,

Materials, Technology

30.09.2018-
31.12.2018

23.94-153.13

Japan

20

Communications,
Consumer
Discretionary,
Financials, Health care,
Industrials,

Materials, Technology

31.08.2018-
31.03.2019

34.76-184.99

Singapore

19

Communications,
Consumer
Discretionary,
Consumer Staples,
Financials, Health care,
Industrials

30.09.2018-
31.03.2019

7.08-49.24
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Table 4: List of sample organisations for content analysis

South Africa
Organisation Sector Report date | Market
Capitalisation ($B)
1. ABSA Group Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 | 7.83
2. Anglo American Plc Materials 31.12.2018 | 37.35
3. Anglo American Platinum Ltd. | Materials 31.12.2018 | 28.58
4. Anheuser-Busch InBev SA/NV | Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 173.16
5. BHP Group Plc Materials 30.06.2019 | 141.69
6. British American Tobacco PLC | Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 82.34
7. Compagnie Financiere | Consumer Staples | 31.03.2019 | 52.26
Richemont SA
8. Discovery Ltd. Financials 30.06.2019 | 15.56
9. FirstRand Ltd. Financials 30.06.2019 | 24.73
10. Glencore PLC Materials 31.12.2018 | 44.13
11. Mondi PLC Industrials 31.12.2018 | 11.63
12. MTN Group Ltd. Communications | 31.12.2018 | 19.69
13. Naspers Ltd. Technology 31.03.2018 | 106.87
14. Nedbank Group Ltd. Financials 31.03.2018 | 1542
15. Old Mutual Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 | 13.63
16. Sanlam Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 | 7.49
17. Sasol Ltd. Materials 30.06.2019 |13.8
18. South32 Ltd. Materials 30.06.2019 | 11.28
19. Standard Bank Group Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 | 13.98
20. Vodacom Group Ltd. Communications | 31.03.2019 | 14.28

Total number: 20
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UK

Organisation Sector Report date | Market
Capitalisation ($B)
1. AstraZeneca PLC Health care 31.12.2018 |112.64
2. Barclays PLC Financials 31.12.2018 | 32.32
3. BP PLC Energy 31.12.2018 | 135.32
4. Compass Group PLC Consumer 30.09.2018 | 40.18
Discretionary

5. Diageo PLC Consumer Staples | 30.06.2019 | 99.32
6. GlaxoSmithKline PLC Health care 31.12.2018 | 103.28
7. HSBC Holdings PLC Financials 31.12.2018 | 161.97
8. Lloyds Banking Group PLC Financials 31.12.2018 | 45.69
9. London Stock Exchange Group | Financials 31.12.2018 | 28.55
PLC

10. National Grid PLC Utilities 31.03.2019 | 35.06
11. Prudential PLC Financials 31.12.2018 | 53.68
12. Reckitt Benckiser Group PLC | Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 54.94
13. RELX PLC Technology 31.12.2018 | 46.21
14. Rio Tinto PLC Materials 31.12.2018 | 96.12
15. Royal Dutch Shell PLC Energy 31.12.2018 |57.35
16. Unilever PLC Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 158.38
17. Vodafone Group PLC Communications | 31.03.2019 | 48.85

Total number: 17
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Germany

Organisation Sector Report date | Market
Capitalisation ($B)
1. Adidas AG (Germany term for | Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 63.92
PLC)
2. Allianz SE Financials 31.12.2018 | 99.41
3. BASF SE Materials 31.12.2018 | 62.03
4. Bayer AG Health Care 31.12.2018 |61.13
5. Beiersdorf AG Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 26.93
6. Bayerische Motoren Werke | Consumer 31.12.2018 |48.9
(BMW) AG Discretionary
7. Continental AG Consumer 31.12.2018 | 28.46
Discretionary
8. Daimler AG Consumer 31.12.2018 | 56.72
Discretionary
9. Deutsche Post AG Industrials 31.12.2018 |41.15
10. Deutsche Telekom Communications | 31.12.2018 | 80.1
11. Fresenius SE & Co KGaA Health Care 31.12.2018 | 34.09
12. Fresenius Medical Care AG Health Care 31.12.2018 | 21.06
13. Henkel AG & Co KGaA Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 42.8
14. Infineon Technologies AG Technology 30.09.2018 | 23.94
15. Linde PLC Materials 31.12.2018 | 103.4
16. Munich Re Group Financials 31.12.2018 |41.91
17. SAP SE Technology 31.12.2018 | 153.13
18. Siemens AG Industrials 30.09.2018 | 89.47
19. Volkswagen AG Consumer 31.12.2018 | 87.33
Discretionary
20. Vonovia SE Financials 31.12.2018 | 27.17

Total number: 20
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Japan

Organisation Sector Report date | Market
Capitalisation ($B)

1. Daiichi Sankyo Co. Ltd. Health Care 31.03.2019 | 39.66

2. Fast Retailing Co., Ltd. Consumer 31.08.2018 | 61.58
Discretionary

3. Honda Motor Co. Ltd. Consumer 31.03.2019 | 43.92
Discretionary

4. Japan Post Bank Co. Ltd. Financials 31.03.2019 | 34.76

5. KDDI Corporation Communications | 31.03.2019 | 61.36

6. Keyence Corporation Industrials 20.03.2019 | 70.5

7. Mitsubishi Corporation Industrials 31.03.2019 | 28.3

8. Mitsubishi UFJ Financial | Financials 31.03.2019 |62.38

Group. Inc.

9. Nintendo Co. Ltd. Technology 31.03.2019 |43.99

10. Nippon Telegraph and | Communications | 31.03.2019 | 84.61

Telephone Corporation

11. NTT Docomo. INC. Communications | 31.03.2019 | 79.61

12. Oriental Land Co. Ltd. Consumer 31.03.2019 |44.3
Discretionary

13. Recruit Holdings Co. Ltd. Industrials 31.03.2019 |57.21

14. Shin-Etsu Chemical Co. Ltd. | Materials 31.03.2019 | 42.7

15. SoftBank Corp. Communications | 31.03.2019 | 83.07

16. SoftBank Group Corporation | Communications | 31.03.2019 | 107.32

17. Sony Corporation Technology 31.03.2019 | 70.79

18. Sumitomo Mitsui Financial | Financials 31.03.2019 | 48.26

Group. Inc.

19. Takeda Pharmaceutical Co. | Health Care 31.03.2019 | 52.05

Ltd.

20. Toyota Motor Corporation Consumer 31.03.2019 | 184.99

Discretionary

Total number: 20
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Singapore

Organisation Sector Report date | Market
Capitalisation ($B)

1. CapitaLand Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 | 13.36

2. CapitaLand Mall Trust Financials 31.12.2018 | 7.08

3. Dairy Farm International | Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 10.15

Holdings Ltd.

4. DBS Group Holdings Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 | 49.24

5. Genting Singapore Ltd. Consumer 31.12.2018 | 8.13
Discretionary

6. Great Eastern Holdings Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 |8.82

7. Hongkong Land Holdings Ltd | Financials 31.12.2018 |14.28

8. IHH Healthcare Bhd Health Care 31.12.2018 | 12.25

9. Jardine Cycle & Carriage Ltd. | Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018

10. Jardine Matheson Holdings | Consumer 31.12.2018 | 46.14

Ltd. Discretionary

11. Jardine Strategic Holdings Ltd. | Consumer 31.12.2018 |31.91
Discretionary

12. Keppel Corp Ltd. Industrials 31.12.2018 | 8.52

13. Oversea-Chinese Banking | Financials 31.12.2018 | 35.95

Corporation Ltd.

14. Singapore Airlines Ltd. Consumer 31.03.2019 |8.36
Discretionary

15. Singapore | Communications | 31.03.2019 | 28.56

Telecommunications Ltd.

16.  Singapore  Technologies | Industrials 31.12.2018 | 8.48

Engineering Ltd.

17. Thai Beverage PLC Consumer Staples | 30.09.2018 | 15.3

18. United Overseas Bank Ltd. Financials 31.12.2018 | 32.27

19. Wilmar International Ltd. Consumer Staples | 31.12.2018 | 18.44

Total number: 19
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The following paragraphs describe the five countries where the sample organisations locate.
South Africa

As mentioned in Section 3.6, South Africa is a pioneer of IR, being the first country to adopt
this disclosure tool and publishing integrated reports is one of the listing requirements of the
Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) (Dumay et al., 2016). In line with international trends,
South African organisations have paid more attention to social and environmental dynamics
during the past two decades (EY, 2020), and played an important role in the movement towards
CSR, non-financial disclosures, and IR (Haji and Anifowose, 2016). IR has also been found to
be useful in enhancing the quality and quantity of information disclosed on sustainability issues
(Eccles et al., 2012; KPMG, 2020). Therefore, South Africa provides a practical context for

investigating forward-looking information disclosure.

South Africa explicitly advocates for an inclusive reporting approach that considers the
interests of various stakeholders because of the ongoing corporate governance reforms and the
embedded IT in the business models (West, 2006). IR approach recognises that the ability of
an organisation to create value for itself is interrelated with the value that the organisation
creates for stakeholders and society (1IRC, 2021). The IR journey in South Africa began with
the release of South Africa’s first King Code of Corporate Governance Principles (Known as
“King I”’) in 1994. Named after Mervyn King, organically a justice of the Supreme Court of
South Africa, King | was especially noted for its stakeholder inclusive (rather than mere
shareholder) view of corporate governance (Gleeson-White, 2014). The current IR in South
Africa is emanated from King 111 (2009). King 1V (2016) was then released to recognise the
shift from financial capitalism to inclusive capitalism, from the short-term view to the long-
term and sustainable view, and from siloed reporting to IR. As for the credibility of IR, the
IIRC released “Assurance on <IR>: an introduction to the discussion” and “Assurance on <IR>:
an exploration of issues” in 2014 to help stakeholders understand the role of assurance and
initiate a global discussion on its benefits and challenges. Thus, South Africa provides a unique
setting to examine the approach to supplier and customer inclusiveness when making forward-

looking information disclosure and the credibility of such disclosure.
United Kingdom

The UK is considered one of the leading countries regarding forward-looking information
disclosure (Chen and Bouvain, 2009). The Companies Act 2006 in the UK requires companies

to disclose Strategic Report and Directors’ Report. The Department for Business Innovation
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and Skills (BIS) further developed narrative reporting regulations in the form of a strategic
report, which has been effective in 2013. In addition, according to the Financial Reporting
Council (FRC), the strategic report in the UK aims to improve the quality of narrative
disclosures and to demonstrate a holistic picture of an organisation’s business model, position,
and prospect in a concise way (FRC, 2018). The FRC claims that the <IR> Framework and the
guidance on the strategic report encourage similar qualitative characteristics and content of the
report (FRC, 2018). Robertson and Samy (2015) claimed that larger UK organisations had
started to address some fundamental issues of IR, albeit at a broader level. Thus, the strategic
report paves the way for the diffusion of IR in the UK.

Moreover, the UK regulatory requirements of narrative reporting (e.g. lASB) recommend that
forward-looking information should be incorporated into narrative analysis and discussion, and
companies should provide this type of disclosure. A recent UK survey (PwC, 2021a) identified
that over 60% of FTSE 350 companies integrated forward-looking information into
organisational reports and increasingly presented the linkage between forward-looking

information, business model, and strategy.

UK organisations are aware of the various stakeholders’ needs and interests when making
forward-looking information disclosure as most FTSE companies in the UK have a clear
strategy for managing stakeholder relationships, CSR programs, and relevant reporting (Knox
et al., 2005). For instance, Chen and Bouvain (2009) found that UK organisations placed high
importance on community and employee matters in organisational reports. Similarly, Hughes
(2001) argued that UK consumers had a strong awareness of ethical sourcing issues. This
situation reminded UK organisations to put a greater emphasis on the supplier- and customer-
related issues in their CSR reports. Based on a survey of 119 manufacturing companies in the
UK, Alghababsheh and Gallear (2017) further indicated that the relational capital, which is
recognised and established in the supplier-customer relationship management, had a positive
impact on the social performance of both supplier and customer in a transaction. However,
variations exist among UK organisations in terms of forward-looking information disclosure
practices (Hussainey et al., 2003). Researchers in this field have raised concerns about the
usefulness of this type of disclosure to stakeholders in the UK (Hussainey et al., 2003;
Hassanein et al., 2019). Thus, it is reasonable to carry out research regarding the practicability
of the approach to supplier and customer inclusiveness when making forward-looking

information disclosure in the UK. A large amount of using third-party assurance on
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CSR/sustainably repots in the UK (PwC, 2021b) further justified that research on UK forward-

looking information disclosure practice and its credibility is fruitful.
Germany

In Germany, the foundations for enhanced reporting under the <IR> Framework are already in
place, although uptake of IR to date has been relatively limited. According to joint research
carried out by the IIRC and Kirchhoff Consult AG (2020), the management report in Germany
contained certain content elements and followed certain reporting principles which could
equally be the features of an integrated report. By interviewing German investors and analysts,
the joint research claimed that these stakeholders valued information on the business model
and multiple capitals and found a stakeholder-based approach to reporting was useful for

enhancing firm value and image.

In addition, the German regulatory environment and culture stimulate non-financial disclosures.
The German Federal Ministry of Justice and Consumer Protection (BMJV) has appointed the
Accounting Standards Committee of Germany (ASCG) to conduct a stakeholder survey
involving preparers, auditors, and users regarding their expectations of current non-financial
disclosure practices (ASCG, 2020a). This action indicates German regulatory body’s
commitment to driving non-financial disclosure practices. Furthermore, Chen and Bouvain
(2009) claimed that German organisations had recognised that they have a responsibility to
participate in the social and political process at the national level. By studying non-financial
disclosure in European countries, Eccles et al. (2019) stated that driven by both cultural and
regulatory factors, the non-financial report quality was higher in Germany among European
countries. Moreover, several studies (e.g. Tate et al., 2010; Paulraj et al., 2017) stated that the
moral motive was the key driver for German organisations to engage in strategic supply chain
management, develop sustainable supply chain strategy, and incorporate suppliers’ and
customers’ interests into their reporting decision-makings. Therefore, Germany provides a

context for investigating the role of suppliers and customers in non-financial disclosures.

In terms of forward-looking information disclosure in Germany, German law, the Commercial
Code (Handelsgesetzbuch (HGB)), requires publicly traded parent organisations to provide a
separate audited Group Management Report containing forward-looking information (ASCG,
2020b). These requirements are specified in the German Accounting Standard (GAS 20) but
lack detailed prescriptions. That is, forward-looking information provided by German public
organisations has characteristics of both mandatory and voluntary disclosure (Krause, 2017).
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Despite the legal requirement eliminating the concerns of whether to provide forward-looking
information disclosure, the vagueness of the requirements may result in significant cross-
sectional variation related to the structure, scope, and assumption of the disclosed forward-
looking information. Furthermore, mandatory audits of German forward-looking information
disclosure ensure a minimum level of reliability. This is useful for investigating the credibility

of forward-looking information disclosure.

In conclusion, based on the aforementioned points, the German setting is supportive of
exploring the influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure
and the characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure

concerning suppliers and customers.
Japan

Literature suggests that Japan provides a supportive environment for IR research (de Villiers
et al., 2014; Eccles et al., 2019). According to Value Reporting Foundation (VRF), Japan’s
Ministry of Economy and Trade and Industry has endorsed IR as a means of communicating
the long-term value creation proposition of companies®. Japan shows a high level of enthusiasm
for IR as 382 companies listed in the First Section of the Tokyo Stock Exchange issued
integrated reports. These companies counted for 58 % of the total market capitalisation of this
group by 2018 (KPMG, 2019). It is noteworthy that IR is completely voluntary in Japan. The
Japan Stewardship Code and the Japan Corporate Governance Code have clearly played an
important role in promoting IR. However, although some leading Japanese organisations have
made good progress in improving the IR quality (KPMG, 2021), the low overall IR quality
does not match the rapid growth of IR in Japan and there is no ready explanation for this (Eccles
etal., 2019).

Japanese business leaders are long-term thinking and have started to make forward-looking
information disclosure, such as risks and opportunities, outlooks, and relevant materiality
issues (KPMG, 2021). Furthermore, large Japanese organisations have integrated IR into the
formal control systems in order to achieve both financial and non-financial goals from a long-
term perspective (Hosoda, 2020). In terms of stakeholder inclusiveness when making

disclosure decisions, Japanese organisations publish integrated reports for a range of

3 Value Reporting Foundation <IR> Framework: Adoption of integrated reporting.
https://www.integratedreporting.org/when-advocate-for-global-adoption/find-out-what-is-happening-in-

your-region/.
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stakeholders by considering the needs of stakeholders for sustainability information. For
instance, KMPG’s (2020) survey showed that 100% of the top companies in Japan report on
sustainability in response to diverse stakeholders’ information needs. Besides, SDGs were well
recognised by Japanese companies thanks to the efforts of the government and the Japan
Business Federation. According to prior studies (e.g. Gray, 1988; Hosoda, 2020; Westney and
Piekkari, 2020), in Japanese culture, there is a strong expectation for organisations to follow
commonly accepted reporting practices and to exceed or keep up with peers. Japanese
organisations also tend to learn and compete with peers in Europe in terms of sustainability

performance as relevant concepts, frameworks, and guidelines are innovative.

In addition, managers of Japanese companies believe that a sound supplier-customer
relationship and interfirm trust are key factors that facilitate exchange and create competitive
advantages (Hill, 1995). Dyer and Chu (2003) further indicated that there was greater
information sharing and lower transaction costs among Japanese organisations. Thus, it is
reasonable to expect that Japanese organisations would consider suppliers’ and customers’

interests when making reporting decisions.

Furthermore, driven by the demand for increasing the reliability of ESG data, sustainability
information, and relevant narrative disclosures, the Japanese Institute of Certified Public
Accountants issued the Auditing Standards Committee Statements (ASCS)720 in 2021. This
statement sets out the auditor’s responsibilities relating to narrative information. Therefore,
Japan provides a comparative setting for this study to explore the role of suppliers and
customers in forward-looking information disclosure, disclosure credibility, as well as the

similarities and differences of this practice with other sample countries.
Singapore

Singapore has been a strong advocate of IR since its introduction. The Singapore Accountancy
Commission (SAC), the Institute of Singapore Chartered Accountants (ISCA), and other
bodies have launched various initiatives to promote <IR> in Singapore (PwC, 2014). The
dialogues among policymakers, preparers, investors, and other stakeholders in relation to IR

development in Singapore have also progressed constructively (Kee et al., 2014).

The IR research in Singapore indicated that IR had a positive impact on Singaporean
organisations with respect to reporting transparency, completeness, and materiality issues (de
Villiers et al., 2014; Tjahjadi et al., 2020). In practice, Singaporean organisations that
voluntarily adopted IR covered most of the content elements and guiding principles set out in
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the <IR> Framework (Tiahiadi et al., 2020). In addition, PwC’s (2021b) survey showed that
69% of Singapore CEOs had increasingly made long term investments in sustainability and
ESG initiatives and incorporated long-term views into strategic management. The majority of
Singapore CEOs prioritised social and relationship capital and intellectual capital as important
inputs for business success. That is, Singaporean organisations have embraced the concepts of
“future orientation” and “multiple capitals” in the <IR> Framework. Furthermore, prior
literature suggested that Singaporean organisations had shown great awareness of strategic
supply chain management because of the statutory control, intensified competition, and

pressure from various stakeholders (Thai and Jie, 2018).

With respect to the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure, grounded in the
Singapore Code of Corporate Governance, attention is paid by organisations to ensure that
robust governance (e.g. external assurance) exists to result in satisfying information disclosures
to investors and other stakeholders. According to KPGM (2020), Singapore had gained the
greatest growth in the independent assurance of sustainability reporting since 2017.

As discussed above, Singapore is argued to be a suitable setting for this study. Firstly, the
concept of IR has been accepted by Singapore organisations, and IR adoption is increasing in
Singapore. Secondly, relevant bodies in Singapore issue initiatives and reporting guidelines to
encourage forward-looking information disclosure, promote stakeholder inclusiveness when
making disclosure decisions, and ensure the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure (e.g. sustainability information and risk information). Thirdly, strategic supply chain
management is an emerging topic and value relevant for both organisations and stakeholders

in Singapore. Therefore, Singapore provides a comparative setting to carry out this study.

5.3.1.1.2 Unit of Analysis

The selection of a unit of analysis to identify and code corporate disclosures is another essential
part of the material collection in content analysis. According to Holsti (1969, p.116), a unit is
“the specific segment of content that is characterised by placing it into a given category”. The
determination of the unit of analysis is related to the research questions of one study (Yin,
2009). Furthermore, Milne and Adler (1999) argued that content analysis should assist
researchers to capture a richer picture of non-financial information and provide a meaningful
foundation to address research questions. In this research, the aims were to critically investigate
the influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure and to

acknowledge the characteristics that enhance the credibility of current forward-looking
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information disclosure. Hence, to address research aims, this study’s content analysis focused

on the language of management in relation to forward-looking information.

One of the key assumptions underlying organisational reporting research using content analysis
is that the quantity of disclosure manifests the importance of the item being disclosed
(Krippendorff, 1980). Early studies (e.g. Deegan and Rankin, 1996; Linsley and Shrives, 2006)
used numbers of words, sentences, and page proportions as units of analysis to quantify non-
financial disclosures. Yet, no uniform method of measurement has evolved (Unerman, 2000).
A problem with using page proportions to measure disclosures is that such a measurement
causes subjective judgement in terms of the treatment of blank parts of a page (Gary et al.,
1995). Besides, using numbers of words is problematic as this measurement concerns
individual word in isolation (Linsley and Shrives, 2006). To carry out a reliable analysis of
non-financial disclosures, researchers should understand the meaning of each disclosure (Milne
and Adler, 1999). Using sentences for measurement and codification is likely to provide
complete, reliable, and meaningful data for further analysis (Hackston and Milne, 1996;
Linsley and Shrives, 2006). Moreover, sentences enable judgement in determining the hidden
messages conveyed in the narratives (Krippendorff, 1980). Therefore, it is reasonable for this

study to choose sentences as units of analysis for coding.

5.3.1.2 Category and Decision Rules Development

In order to conduct a rigorous and reliable content analysis, researchers need to clearly define
detailed categories and decision rules before the start of the coding process (Milne and Adler,
1999). When analysing less reliable types of disclosures (e.g. energy disclosures), researchers
especially need decision rules to govern the coding procedure and judgement when interpreting
the results (Milne and Adler, 1999). Moreover, Unerman (2000) suggested that researchers
should choose appropriate criteria of adequate reliability according to specific studies. Given
the lack of specific guidance and assurance standards concerning forward-looking information
disclosure, report users may believe organisations have incentives to be misleading at the time
of making such disclosure (Athanasakou and Hussainey, 2014). Therefore, forward-looking
information disclosure can be argued to be a less reliable type of disclosure, and rigorous

categories and decision rules are needed for this particular topic.

Very few prior studies specifically focused on systematically analysing the influence of
suppliers and customers on corporate reporting (refer to Section 2.4 and Section 2.5), thus, to

the best of the author’s knowledge, there is no holistic categorisation of forward-looking
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information that suppliers and customers demanded as well as categorisation for examining the
credibility of these disclosures. To address this issue, this study explores the role of suppliers
and customers in forward-looking information disclosure by proposing self-constructed
checklists. The proposed checklists could then later be used as a framework for further studies.

The following sections explain the process of developing relevant checklists and decision rules.
In this step of content analysis, this study followed Weber’s (1985) guideline, the checklists
were primarily developed based on prior studies and relevant frameworks. Then, these

checklists were modified via pilot testing to increase their adaptability in the research context.

5.3.1.2.1 Development of Relevant Checklists

When determining a comprehensive list of items that capture the role of suppliers and
customers in forward-looking information disclosure and the characteristics of credibility in
the context of IR, this study considered several prior studies (e.g. Dou et al., 2013; Burritt and
Schaltegger, 2014; Deegan and Islam, 2014; Perez et al., 2017; Dyer et al., 2018) and the <IR>
Framework (IIRC, 2013; 2014) as the basis for the development of checklists.

As for the development of the checklist for addressing RQ1 and RQ2 (refer to Chapter 1), this
study aimed to design the checklists which assess the importance of suppliers and customers
in running the business and whether and how organisations respond to their information needs.
Thus, the checklist contains categories and items that suppliers and customers are willing to
see in the organisational reports based on the conclusion of the aforementioned relevant studies.
These categories and items include supplier and customer relationships, collaboration and
partnership, outlook, and sustainability. In addition, the checklist is also designed to assess the
extent to which the various categories of forward-looking information concerning suppliers
and customers are represented in the organisational reports of the sample organisations. As
official guidance for the preparation of the integrated report, the <IR> Framework identifies
several categories and items concerning forward-looking information (IIRC, 2013; 2014);
therefore, the other categories and items of forward-looking information disclosure are drawn
from the <IR> Framework. Finally, a checklist of the approach to including suppliers and
customers when making forward-looking information disclosure was produced. This checklist

contains a total of 26 items under 7 categories which is presented in Table 5 below.
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Table 5:Checklist for forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers (Checklist 1)

term value creation.

Category Description Iltems Sources Example
A. Supplier The organization’s | 1. General IR A positive reputation and quality relationship with customers, and
and customer | relationships with relationships Framework | suppliers is the foundation of our ability to generate revenue. (Tesco)
relationships | its 2. Forward-looking | Pilot testing | Our goal is to provide the most engaging customer experience.
suppliers/customers, | relationships (Vodacom)
including how and | 3. Collaboration and | Burrittand | Through our strategic supplier partnerships, we jointly identify
to what extent the partnership Schaltegger, | opportunities and deliver on our innovation roadmaps. (Anglo
organization 2014 American)
understands their 4. Identifications of | IR Priority interests of suppliers-Timely payment and fair terms.
needs and how the | suppliers’/customers’ | Framework | Improving health and safety standard. Partnering on environmental
relationships legitimate needs and solutions. (Vodacom)
influence value interests
creation over time.
B. Strategic | The organisation’s | 5. Objectives IR Our strategic objective is to ensure that VVodacom is the customer
objectives long-term Framework | brand of choice, with a strong purpose-driven brand and a deserved
objectives and reputation for accelerating socioeconomic transformation through
strategies to achieve digital solutions, and for showing leadership in promoting Black
them through Economic Empowerment (BEE) in South Africa. (Vodacom)
resource allocation | 6. Strategies and IR A positive reputation and quality relationship with customers,
plan. resource allocation Framework | suppliers and communities is the foundation of our ability to generate
plans revenue. Investing in social capital often requires short- and medium-
term financial capital inputs, but generally generates positive return
across most capitals. (\VVodacom)
C. Specific investment | 7. Investment IR The Group will continue to maintain optionality to progress with
Investment activities in projects or plans Framework | value-accretive projects... The project will deliver around 300,000
products and tonnes per annum of copper equivalent production on average in the
services that may first 10 years of operation. (Anglo American)
affect the 8. Research & IR We make significant investments in research and development to
organisation’s long- | Development Framework | deliver innovations that satisfy or anticipate consumer preferences and

generate growth for the business across all categories. (BAT)
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D. The reputation that | 9. Brand, products Perez etal., | The trusted AngloAmerican brand is a key asset in developing new
Reputation an organisation has | and services 2017 relationships and growing our Marketing business. (Anglo American)
and image gained in different | 10. Pérez et al., | Customer feedback continues to improve, reflecting our work to serve
aspects. Customer/Supplier 2017 shoppers a little better every day... Our supplier feedback score
satisfaction remains at a high level, despite inflationary challenges. (Tesco)
11.CSR Pérez etal., | Anglo American has a longstanding reputation as a leader in
2017 sustainable mining. (Anglo American)
E. Specific 12. Environmental Deegan and | We have 6 000 sites that are either free cooled or built as outdoor
Sustainability | performance or aspect Islam, cabinet sites. These sites consume R72 million less energy.
activities in 2014; IR (Vodacom)
different aspects Framework
that may affect the | 13. Social aspect Deegan and | Little helps plan sets out how we will make a positive contribution to
organisation’s Islam, our colleagues, customers and communities — as a sustainable business
sustainability 2014; IR that also takes a lead on issues of societal importance, such as health
performance. Framework | and tackling food waste. (Tesco)
14. Economic aspect | Raman and | On the reduced-risk products (PRRPSs) front, the revision of supplier
Shahrur, contracts has led to significant savings, as has integrating the growth
2008; Dou | of our vapour, tobacco heating and oral product portfolios, which has
etal, 2013 | allowed the Group to both leverage economies of scale and reduce
complexity. (BAT)
15. Supply chain Dyer etal., | With 25 of our largest suppliers, we have announced a joint
2018 commitment to adopt UN Sustainable Development Goal...We are
planning to build on this work over the coming year across more of
our supply chains and communicate with customers on how they can
reduce food waste in the home. (Tesco)
F. Risks and | Specific sources of | 16. Economic and Linsley and | Our sustainable finance commitments reflect our ambition to be a
Opportunities | risks and financial risk Shrives, leading global partner to the public and private sectors in helping with
opportunities that 2006; IR the transition to a low-carbon economy, achieving the SDGs, and
may affect the Framework | supporting positive societal impacts. (HSBC)
organisation’s long- | 17. Socio-political IR Failure to prepare for the UK’s departure from the EU causes
term value or risk Framework | disruption to and creates uncertainty around our business that could
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prospects, including
how risks and

have an adverse effect on our business, financial results and
operations. (Tesco)

opportunities are 18. Environmental IR For Anglo American, water shortage is a principal risk as 70% of our
identified, the risk Framework | sites lie in water-scarce areas. (Anglo American)
assessment of the 19. Industrial and IR We continue to face the ongoing challenge of a changing competitive
level of risks and market risk Framework | landscape and price pressure across most of our markets. (Tesco)
opportunitiesand | 20. Operational risk | Linsley and | Long-term: Inability to develop, commercialise and roll-out
the specific steps Shrives, Potentially Reduced-Risk Products. Potentially missed opportunities,
being taken to 2006; IR unrecoverable costs and/or erosion of brand. (BAT)
mitigate risks or to Framework
create value from 21. Technology risk | Linsley and | An external cyberattack, insider threat or supplier breach could result
opportunities. Shrives, in service interruption and/or the breach of confidential data, with
2006; IR resulting negative impacts on customers, revenues and reputation, and
Framework | potential costs associated with fraud and/or extortion. (Vodacom)
22. Growth IR Our potentially reduced-risk product business has seen outstanding
opportunities Framework | growth... with a growing consumer base of over one billion smokers
and nicotine users in the world, the opportunities presented by these
new categories are huge. (BAT)

G. Outlook The challenges and | 23. Economic IR The fundamentals for growth in Asia remain strong in spite of a softer
uncertainties that outlook Framework | regional economic outlook... The US economy and the influence of
the organisation is the Federal Reserve remain central to global sentiment. (HSBC)
likely to encounter | 24. Industrial IR In the mobile sector, the fastest growth area is in data, driven by
in pursuing its outlook Framework | increasing uptake of smart devices, improved networks, connected
strategy, and the devices and the increased availability of data content. (Vodacom)
potential 25. Performance Dou et al, Looking forward, we still believe there is significant further
implications for its | outlook (Positive) 2013; IR improvement ahead. By 2022, we are targeting an additional $3-4
future performance. Framework | billion annual underlying EBITDA run-rate improvement, relative to

2017. (Anglo American)
26. Performance Pilot testing | We experienced an unfortunate challenge with the outsourced

outlook (Negative)

maintenance of our mobile network, following the decision by an
incumbent supplier to terminate their contract which has been in place
since March 2016. (\Vodacom)
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In terms of the checklist for addressing RQ3 (refer to Chapter 1), this study aimed to develop
a checklist for accessing the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning
suppliers and customers based on relevant frameworks, standards, and prior studies (e.g.
Simnett et al., 2009; 1IRC, 2013; 2014; AccountAbility, 2018). The <IR> Framework provides
several guiding principles to enhance the trust of the users in the information published in the
integrated reports (1IRC, 2013; 2014). Furthermore, in order to enhance the overall credibility
of IR, the TIRC published “Assurance on <IR>: an exploration of issues” which was released
based on 63 written submissions in response to the assurance issues (IIRC, 2014). These
documents discussed the nature of assurance, methodology issues (e.g. future-oriented
information, soft narrative, and completeness of a report), materiality issues, reporting
boundary, and different mechanisms’ contributions to credibility and trust. The IIRC identified
several existing assurance/related standards (e.g. AA1000 Assurance Standard (AA1000AS))
that have potential application to IR. Similarly, PwC (2007) issued a “Guide to forward-looking
information” to talk about the ways of increasing the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure with practical examples. This study’s checklist for addressing RQ3 contains
categories and items from the abovementioned frameworks and standards. In addition, this
study took prior studies that examined the credibility of other types of organisational reports
as references, including sustainability reports (O’Dwyer et al., 2011), CSR reports (Edgley et
al., 2010; Michelon et al, 2015), and other narrative disclosures (Beretta and Bozzolan, 2004).
The final version of the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning
suppliers and customers checklist was produced. This checklist is constructed with 15 items
under 6 categories (Table 6).
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Table 6: Checklist for the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers (Checklist 2)

organisation’s
actions in response
to their needs.

stakeholders’ needs

Category Description Items Sources Example

A. Stakeholder | The process of 1. Communications | O’Dwyer et | Speak up channels-The system includes a website available in

engagement interacting with and dialogues al., 2011; IR | multiple languages, and local language hotlines for our markets, and
stakeholders to Framework enables improved global oversight of all reported issues in real time.
understand their (BAT)
needs and interests | 2. Actions taken in | Edgley et al., | Speak up channels- Of the total number of Standards of Business
and the response to 2010 Conduct (SoBC) incidents reported in 2018 set out above, 138 were

brought to management’s attention through whistleblowing reports
from employees, ex-employees, third parties or unknown individuals
reporting anonymously. (BAT)

reliability and
completeness
including both
positive and
negative
information, using

B. Assurance External assurance | 3. Internal Assurance on | The Group’s financial, operating, compliance and risk management
provider and assurance IR controls are assessed by the Group’s internal audit function, which is
internal assurance overseen by the Audit, Risk and Compliance Committee. (\VVodacom)
system in relation | 4. External Simnett et al., | Based on the knowledge we acquired during our financial statements
to the forward- assurance 2009; audit, we have nothing material to add or draw attention to in relation
looking items. Assurance on | to: — the Directors’ confirmation within the viability statement that

IR they have carried out a robust assessment of the principal risks facing
the Group, including those that would threaten its business model,
future performance, solvency and liquidity. (BAT’s Independent
auditor’s report by KPMG)

C. Reporting The mechanisms 5. Reliability IR The Board, through the Audit Committee, fulfils its responsibility in

process employed to ensure Framework reviewing the effectiveness of the system of risk management and

internal control through review of reports submitted over the course
of the year covering the risk management process, adequacy of the
internal control environment, consideration of risk appetite, in-depth
reviews of specific risks and the results of external audit work. The
Sustainability Committee also reviews technical and safety risks in
detail and reports its findings to the Board. (Anglo American)
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the data of reliable | 6. Completeness Michelon et | Some of the sustainability targets are not met during the year. (Anglo
third parties and al, 2015; IR | American)
robust internal Framework
control systems. 7. Source of AA1000AS; | Customer recommendation index- Surveys are based on a relevant
information Guide to and representative subset of the market. Data provided by Kantar.
forward- (HSBC)
looking
information
D. Specific processes | 8. Assessment IR The assessment of viability has been made with reference to the
Measurement | used to measure methods and Framework Group’s current position and expected performance over a three-year
and monitor and monitor underlying period, using budgeted product prices and expected foreign exchange
forward-looking assumptions rates. The financial forecast is based on a number of key assumptions,
items. the most important of which include product prices, exchange rates,
estimates of production, production costs and future capital
expenditure. (Anglo American)
9. Monitor process | IR We use a range of tools to monitor and manage our non-financial
Framework risks, including our risk appetite, risk map, top and emerging risks,
and stress testing processes. (HSBC)
10. Both qualitative | Beretta and The Group risk appetite statement (RAS) consists of qualitative
and guantitative Bozzolan, statements and quantitative metrics, covering financial and non-
information with 2004; Guide | financial risks and is formally approved by the Board every six
KPIs to forward- months on the recommendation of the Group Risk Committee.
looking (HSBC)
information
E. Materiality | The description of | 11. Process of IR The process of identifying and prioritising the material matters for
the organisation’s | identifying relevant | Framework inclusion in this report involved reviewing; Vodacom’s business

materiality
determination

matters and
reporting boundary

model; our interaction with the six capitals; our operating
environment; and the interests of our key stakeholders as expressed
during our normal business engagements with them. (Vodacom)
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process and key
judgements.

12. The role of
those charged with
governance and
key personnel in
the identification of
material matters.

IR
Framework

Disclosure Committee-To verify the integrity of material information
and ensure compliance with regulations. (Tesco)

F.
Connectivity
of information

A holistic picture
of the combination,
interrelatedness
and dependencies
between the factors
that affect the
organization’s
ability to create
value over time.

13. Linking

Beretta and

Our affordable smart device strategy, coupled with ‘Just 4 You’

forward-looking Bozzolan, propositions in each of our markets, is helping to monetise data

information to 2004; IR demand which remains a priority in our International markets.

strategy Framework (Vodacom)

14. Linking IR In carrying out responsibilities, the Group Risk Committee (GRC) is

forward-looking Framework closely supported by the Group Chief Risk Officer, Group Chief

information to Financial Officer, Group Head of Internal Audit, Group Financial

governance Controller, Global Head of Compliance and Global Head of Risk
Strategy, all of whom regularly attend GRC meetings to contribute
their subject matter expertise and insight. (HSBC)

15. Linking IR Our exploration teams discover mineral deposits in a safe and

forward-looking Framework responsible way to replenish the resources that underpin our future

information to
capitals

success. (Anglo American)
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5.3.1.2.2 Decision Rules Development and Reliability

Content analysis is unavoidably subjective and thus the coding procedure needs to be reliable
for drawing valid conclusions. According to Krippendorff (1980), there are three types of
reliability for content analysis: stability, accuracy, and reproducibility. Stability refers to a
coder being able to code the data consistently. Accuracy refers to the assessment of the coding
performance with a set of predetermined standards. Reproducibility is concerned with the
extent to which the coding produces the same results when the procedure is performed by
multiple coders. Moreover, by discussing the reliability concept of Krippendorff (1980) and
performing an experiment of reliability testing, Milne and Adler (1999) concluded that well-
specified coding categories with detailed decision rules may produce few discrepancies even
by relatively inexperienced coders. Accordingly, Linsley and Shrives (2006) stated that
reliability could be improved by creating unambiguous decision rules that the coder can refer
to when using a single coder to conduct the content analysis. As the content analysis of this
study was carried out by a single coder (the author), to ensure reliability and validity, a set of
detailed identification and classification rules to guide the researcher to conduct content
analysis had been developed. In addition, to ensure valid conclusions can be drawn, the results

of the content analysis will be supplemented and discussed with interview data.

An initial sample of five organisations’ reports, namely, HSBC, Tesco, AngloAmerican,
British American Tobacco (BAT) and Vodacom (four of them are included in the sample list
while one is not in the sample list), were coded with the predefined categories and items in
Table 5 and Table 6. The purpose of this pilot testing is to develop decision rules for the
consistent coding and analysing of the total sample of 96 organisations’ reports. These decision
rules demonstrate details of how to identify relevant sentences to be coded in relation to the
context of this study, the sections that are excluded in the content analysis, and rules to code
sentences into different items identified in the checklists. Details about decision rules for

coding sample reports are presented in Appendix 2.

5.3.1.3 Material Evaluation

This section explains the third step of conducting content analysis. The software package
NVivol2 was used to facilitate the analysis of sample reports. As for the details of using
NVivol2, the items under each category attached with descriptions (referred to nodes in the
software) were first set up within the program. These descriptions were useful in the early
stages of the coding process as they allowed the researcher to determine which sections of texts

fitted a particular node. Then, the researcher imported 96 sets of sample reports into NVivo 12,
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These reports were read thoroughly and repeatedly. In the meantime, the researcher identified
the sections of texts with the aforementioned decision rules. After all units of analysis were
identified, the target texts were further linked to the nodes accordingly within NVivo 12.
Examples in relation to each item under all categories are presented in Table 5 and Table 6.

According to the research objectives, this study focused on the presence or absence of forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers and the credibility
characteristics of such disclosure. Thus, after delineating the target sections of texts from every
sample report, in order to address RQ1 and RQ3 using quantitative data, this study adopted the
simple binary coding scheme for quantitative analysis of sample reports (Buhr and Freedman,
2001). According to this coding scheme, the occurrence of disclosures in the sample reports
which is related to any of the predefined disclosure items, regardless of the number of
occurrences as repetitious information bears no information value in disclosures (Buhr and
Freedman, 2001), a score of one is given, otherwise zero. The final score of each checklist was
ranked by categories and items to assist qualitative analysis, and the quantitative data was
organised and managed using Microsoft Excel software. Lastly, the results were compared by
countries and sectors to identify patterns of forward-looking information disclosure and

critically analyse the RQs.

To fully address RQ2 and RQ3, the method of thematic analysis was employed for qualitative
analysis of the target sections of texts in the sample organisational reports (Phillips, 1994;
Bryman, 2016). Thematic analysis is a technique whereby categories for analysis are identified
in a predetermined coding scheme (Phillips, 1994). According to Bryman (2016), it is
necessary to construct an index of central themes and subthemes. Referring to this study, the
data (sections of texts) was firstly analysed based on the categories and items presented in the
developed checklists (refer to Table 5 and Table 6). Then, the researcher identified themes
through carefully reading the sentences (sections of texts) coded against the checklists. During
the identification of central/sub-themes, NVivo 12 was also used to keep track of the codes and
their related examples. The central themes and subthemes, related codes, and examples are

presented in Section 6.3 in more detail.

In conclusion, in the step of material evaluation, with predefined checklists, the researcher
firstly located the target units of analysis from organisational reports. Then, the researcher
conducted a quantitative analysis to address RQ1 and RQ3, and a qualitative analysis to address

RQ2 and RQ3. However, as the contents of organisational reports did not provide a full picture
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of the research target, after conducting both quantitative and qualitative analysis, the researcher
used the results of the content analysis to develop interview questions. Thus, this study can
achieve the objective of investigating this situation from report preparers’ and other

stakeholders’ points of view.

5.3.2 Interview

Regarding the second phase of data collection, this study applied the interview method for two
reasons. Firstly, interviews allow a deeper investigation of the RQs by engaging with
participants (i.e.organisations and stakeholders in this study) (Bryman, 2016). Secondly, the
multi-method improves the validity of results and findings as the deficiencies of one method
can be compensated by the strengths of another method (Miles et al., 2014). Referring to this
study, the interviews can provide supplementary evidence to the findings of content analysis
from the viewpoints of both people working within the organisation and stakeholders outside

the organisation.

There are two main types of qualitative interview, unstructured and semi-structured interview
(Bryman, 2016). For the purpose of this study, the semi-structured interview was adopted to
examine the specific topic and potentially gain further insights into the relevant issues. The
semi-structured interview increases the degree of flexibility and enables participants to reply
to the probing questions (Bryman, 2016). Also, the interview guide ensures completeness in
converting the terms of reference of the study in each interview (Lillis, 1999). Therefore, before
the commencement of interviews, an interview guide based on central themes was produced to

explore the views of interviewees on certain issues and topics.

To fully address RQs, the interview guide was designed and included various topics, namely
the purpose of forward-looking information disclosure, risk disclosure and sustainability
disclosure, motivations of such disclosures, the role of stakeholders in these disclosures,
reporting process, monitoring of the reporting process, measurement of forward-looking
information, the assurance on theses disclosures, the linkage between these disclosures and
strategies and governance, and ways of improving the credibility of these disclosures. Details

of the interview guide are presented in Appendix 3.

The following sections explain the details of the interview process, starting with participant
selection, research question development, approaching participants, and conducting the
interviews, followed by the coding and analysis of interview data and the consideration of

conducting interviews.
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5.3.2.1 Participant Selection

This study adopted the strategic and purposive sampling approach for interviewee selection
(Miles et al., 2014). In order to fully address RQs, the interviews are carried out with both
personnel from organisations as well as different stakeholder groups. This is to strategically

and purposively seek both sides’ views on forward-looking information disclosure issues.

Seven groups of personnel from organisations (both sample organisations in content analysis
and other listed organisations in five countries) were targeted as potential interviewees, namely
board members, members of sustainability committee, risk committee, audit committee,
stakeholder/public relations department, finance/accounting department, and supply chain
department. The role of the board is to establish the mission and vision, develop long-range
plans and strategies to ensure long-term viability, and sign off organisational reports.
Sustainability people are typically responsible for the development, implementation, and
monitoring of sustainability strategies as well as sustainability reporting (Adams and
McNicholas, 2007). They are also involved in the IR (Stubbs and Higgins, 2014). Moreover,
Cohen et al. (2017) found that risk management practices varied widely among organisations.
This was caused by the fact that people in many departments have primary responsibility for
risk management, such as people in the risk committee and audit committee. Therefore,
interviewing these people is helpful to further investigate the reasons behind such differences
by understanding their unique organisational backgrounds. Furthermore, people in the
stakeholder relations department corresponded with employees and external stakeholders to
inform them of the organisational changes. They were found to play an important role in
sustainability reporting (Adams, 2002; Stubbs and Higgins, 2014). In addition, finance and
accounting people are included because of the emphasis on value creation in the <IR>
Framework and they are responsible for the preparation of organisational reports. Finally,
supply chain people who oversee every stage of supply chain management (i.e. from
purchasing raw materials from suppliers to the delivery of final products to the customers) will
help to understand the role of forward-looking information for them to make strategic decisions.
They are also involved in organisational sustainability and reporting initiatives (Burritt et al.,
2002). Given the fact that IR enables collaborations between different departments (Adams,
2015), it is reasonable to assume that all these people are involved in the IR process or will be
involved with the implementation of IR. All abovementioned interviewees were expected to
share their opinions both as an individual organisation and as a supplier or a customer to other

organisations.
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Apart from interviewing people working within organisations, other groups of stakeholders
were also approached as interviewees to enrich the data. Firstly, people who work in a supply
chain consulting firm were chosen to be potential interviewees because of their experience and
knowledge in supply chain management. Their clients may be from a wide variety of industries;
therefore, the data can be enriched by asking about their clients’ perceptions of forward-looking
information disclosure and probing the differences across industries. Secondly, people from
accounting firms were chosen to be interviewees as forward-looking information disclosure
and associated credibility issues can be explored from the auditors’ points of view. In addition,
investors’ interests and needs regarding forward-looking information can also be explored
since accounting firms may work with institutional investors. Thirdly, people from standard
setters (e.g. IIRC) were chosen as interviewees. By interviewing these people, this study can
investigate standard setters’ viewpoints of the purpose of mandating/encouraging forward-
looking information disclosure, the role of suppliers and customers expected in the reporting
process, and gaps between expectations and current forward-looking information disclosure

practice levels.

5.3.2.2 Interview Questions Development

The most important purpose of interview questions is to capture the views of interviewees on
the topic discussed for critically analysing and better understanding their behaviours (Seidman,
2006). To articulate the expectations of this study, the interview questions need to be open-
ended and solidly grounded in the literature. The interview questions consisted of both directive
and nondirective questions based on three broad theoretical perspectives (stakeholder,
legitimacy, and signalling) as presented in Chapter 4, recent relevant literature, and the findings
of content analysis (Lindlof and Taylor, 2011). Given that there were different groups of
interviewees, the interview questions were amended to explore the research targets in a way

which was more related to the role of interviewees and their experience.

Interview questions related to RQ1 and RQ2 for personnel from organisations were designed
to explore the background of forward-looking information disclosure in each organisation,
reporting process, motivations for disclosure, the role of suppliers and customers in the
disclosure decision process, and issues surrounding the communication of forward-looking
information to stakeholders. These questions also enabled the researcher to find the gap
between the disclosure practice and standards so that the results can contribute to the related
standards or framework development. These interview questions, except the background of the

organisation and reporting process, were also asked other stakeholders to gain their opinions
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on the same issues. It is also useful in identifying the expectation gap between stakeholders

and actual forward-looking information disclosure practice.

The interview questions to investigate RQ3 were designed to understand all participants’ views
on characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers, the organisation’s efforts to increase the credibility of this
type of disclosure (e.g. stakeholder engagement, assurance, and linking forward-looking
information to strategies and governance), and their concerns regarding the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure, especially these disclosures concerning suppliers and

customers.

Furthermore, interview questions for addressing each RQ are interrelated. For example,
interview questions to investigate the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers (RQ3) allow a critical analysis of the motivation of making
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers (RQ1 and RQ2).
In addition, the interview questions about reporting process (for RQ1 and RQ2) also enabled a
deeper analysis of RQ3. This is because these questions also captured the process of collecting
forward-looking information, assessing and monitoring forward-looking information
disclosure, and the department and personnel involved in the forward-looking information

disclosure.

5.3.2.3 Approaching Participants, Conducting the Interviews, and Data Saturation

Approaching potential interviewees was made through web searches of company contact
details, personal contacts identified on the company’s website, and/or through personal
contacts. Firstly, the potential participants were approached via email which explains the
purpose of the interview, a general description of the interview process, and the feedback that
can give to the interviewees. This email also contained the ethical approval form obtained
from Durham University. If there was no response email received, follow-up emails were sent
a month later. Furthermore, the snowball technique was used to approach potential participants
(Minichiello et al., 1995). That is, when getting initial contact with participants, ask them to
put the researcher in touch with people in their networks and find the potential participants who

fit the criteria for the research subject.

To ensure the validity and reliability of the interview method, the researcher undertook
interview preparation which involved the familiarisation with the background of the
interviewees and the organisational reports published by their organisations. The organisational
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reports were analysed applying the same checklists (Table 5 and Table 6) developed for content
analysis in this study before conducting interviews to identify issues specific to each
interviewee. Furthermore, the organisational reports were also re-read after interviews to check
the consistency of the responses of the interviewee and the content of their organisational

reports.

Regarding the procedure of conducting interviews, interviewees were asked to sign a consent
form and were given a withdrawal of consent form at the beginning of each interview. The
participants were also assured that their responses would be kept confidential, and neither their
personal information nor organisational information would be shown in the writing of this
study. The permission to record was asked before the interviews. Then, the interviews began
with initial questions to stimulate reflection. Follow-up questions were asked to obtain deeper

insights into the relationships between the factors being considered.

As for data saturation, Fusch and Ness (2015) stated that data saturation is reached when there
is enough information to replicate the study, when the ability to obtain additional new
information has been attained, and when further coding is no longer feasible. In this regard,
Bernard (2012) stated that the number of interviews needed to reach data saturation is the
number that the researcher takes what he/she can get. In this study, data coding and data
analysis were undertaken while conducting interviews. This study continued to conduct
interviews until it reached the point of data saturation. That is, no more new central themes and
sub-themes (see Tables 11, 12, and 13) were identified, and every new item can fit into existing
categories. Furthermore, according to Guest et al. (2006), the data saturation can be further
enhanced if the interview questions were structured to facilitate asking multiple participants
the same questions. In this study, interview questions were developed to ask multiple
interviewees the same questions (see Section 5.3.2.2). Moreover, the application of data
triangulation in this study, as mentioned in Section 5.2.3, ensured data saturation through

multiple data sources (Bekhet and Zauszniewski, 2012; Fusch and Ness, 2015).

After taking into account the research objectives, research design, and data saturation, this
research conducted a total of 19 interviews, 13 personnel from organisations and 6 personnel
from supply chain consulting firms, accounting bodies, and standards-setting organisations
representing other stakeholder groups. This whole process was conducted from April 2020 to
February 2021. All participating organisations are FTSE250 companies which are suitable for

this study by considering the research objectives and practical issues, such as difficulties in
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approaching interviewees due to Covid-19. Each interview lasted from 30 minutes to one hour
and was conducted online. All interviews were conducted and recorded with the
videoconferencing software Zoom, Teams, Skype, or similar according to the preferences of
the interviewees. These recordings were later transcribed audially for further analysis. The
recordings had been listened to multiple times before the next interview. This was to ensure
that important issues appearing in the previous interview could be probed thoroughly in
subsequent interviews. Detailed information about the interviewees is presented in Table 7

below.
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Table 7: List of interviewees

Interview | Position Country Industry Duration | Date Interviewee

number in minutes Abbreviation

1 Sustainability manager, U.K. Supply chain consulting firm 60 27.04.2020 Conl
Supply chain consultant to
international organisations

2 Head of sustainability U.K. Media 45 08.06.2020 Orgl

3 Stakeholder relationship Manager | U.K. Media 30 08.06.2020 Org2

4 Sustainability and Stakeholder U.K. Mining 60 12.06.2020 Org3
relationship manager

5 Consultant of sustainability U.K. Accounting firm 30 12.06.2020 AF1

6 Group risk officer U.K. Packaging 45 24.06.2020 Org4

7 Risk and Insurance Analyst U.K. Packaging 45 24.06.2020 Org5

8 Group Corporate Affairs and Germany Materials 30 09.07.2020 Org6
Sustainability Director

9 Sustainability Reporting Manager | U.K. Pharmaceuticals 45 29.07.2020 Org7
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10 Procurement Director U.K. Industrials 45 15.09.2020 Org8
11 Head of investor relations U.K. Technology 45 05.10.2020 Org9
12 Director of Business and U.K. Standards setting 45 12.10.2020 SS1
Stakeholder Engagement
13 Chief Strategy Officer U.K. Standards setting 45 14.10.2020 SS2
14 Vice President South Mining 30 20.11.2020 Org10
Africa
15 Vice Chair and Head of ESG U.K. Accounting firm 45 27.11.2020 AF2
16 Project Director: Integrated South Accountancy body 45 17.12.2020 AB1
Reporting Africa
17 General manager South Retail 45 26.01.2021 Orgl1
Africa
18 Head of Corporate Risk and South Mining 30 08.02.2021 Orgl2
Sustainability Africa
19 Risk and Compliance Manager South Mining 30 09.02.2021 Orgl13
Africa
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5.3.2.4 Interview Data Analysis and Coding

As this study was informed by prior literature, theories, and relevant reporting
standards/frameworks to develop the understanding of the researched phenomena, regarding
the method of analysing interview data, this study applied thematic analysis to identify patterns
and themes arising from the coding process to address RQs (Boyatzis, 1998). The following
paragraphs describe the steps of conducting thematic analysis and the software which assisted

the researcher to code the data.

In terms of how thematic analysis was conducted, this study followed Boyatzis’s (1998)
guidelines of thematic analysis. The first step is to become familiar with the data. This step was
done by listening to the interview recordings and reading the transcripts several times to get a
high level of familiarity with the data. In this step, the researcher also followed Miles et al.’
(2014) and Adams’ (2017a) guidelines for achieving data condensation. The second step of
thematic analysis is to generate initial codes. The researcher organised the data in a meaningful
and systematic way. That is, the researcher worked through each transcript and coded the
segments of text that seemed to be relevant to or specifically address RQs. The unit of coding
is “sections of text” from the interview transcripts as words may be related to different
meanings or different words may be used for the same meaning (Grbich, 2007). The third step
is to search for themes, which refer to patterns that capture something significant or interesting
about the data and/or RQs. In order to facilitate displaying and analysing data in relation to
each RQ, three summary tables containing themes, sub-themes, and a summary of key findings
were presented. Three summary tables are (1) factors that influence the approach to including
suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure, (2) the
engagement of suppliers and customers in forward-looking information disclosure, and (3)
interviewees’ penceptions 0f the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers (refer to Chapter 7 for details). The fourth step is to review
themes. The researcher began to organise the data based on some similarities and identified a
hierarchical relation of code -> subtheme -> central theme. In other words, the central themes
were firstly created based on literature, theories, findings of content analysis, and common
patterns identified through interviews. Then, these central themes were broken down into a
series of sub-themes which emerged entirely from the interview data to further indicate
different circumstances in more detail. The fifth step is to define themes. The researcher saw
this step as the final refinement of the themes and aimed to “identify the ‘essence’ of what each

theme is about” (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.92). The last step is to write up the analysis.
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Conclusions are drawn through the interpretation of the noting patterns, explanations, causal
flows, and propositions and verified as the analyst proceeds (Miles et al., 2014). In this study,
the findings of interviews were also checked with findings from the first phase of research
design (content analysis) analysis to see the consistency of the final conclusions. This study’s
thematic analysis was carried out as a continuous and interactive process, which the researcher

reviewed interview transcripts and other notes during writing for drawing a solid conclusion.

In terms of the software assisting thematic analysis, the researcher used the software NVivol2
to code the interview transcripts. The nodes codes were firstly set up within the software with
each node attached a description describing the nature of the items. The interview transcripts
were then imported into the software and read carefully to identify sections of text as to a
particular code (Step 2 of thematic analysis) and were then linked to the relevant node within
NVivol2 (Step 3 of thematic analysis).

5.3.2.5 Consideration of Conducting Interviews
In the following sub-sections, the considerations of the transcribing interviews and ethical
issues are explained respectively.

Transcription of Interviews

In many studies that conduct interviews to collect data, transcription is usually viewed as the
researcher’s first attempt of familiarising with the data, in which audio/video recordings are
transformed into textual form (Davidson, 2009). The transcription process allows the
researcher to acknowledge the interviews thoroughly and to further identify the recurring
patterns/themes/codes. Yet, it is noteworthy that transcription involves the transcriber’s (the
researcher in this study) subjective interpretation of data (Duff and Roberts, 1997). Since
transcription is more or less a representation of the data, some information of discourse might
be omitted when transcribing (Duff and Roberts, 1997). To address such an issue and to
improve the credibility of transcription, the Jefferson system of transcription notation* was
employed. This transcription was selected as it captures the verbal discourse systematically and

critically.

Ethical Concerns

4 Jefferson’s (2004) transcription conventions which is commonly used for transcribing details of spoken
interview.
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In this study, the researcher aimed to not only provide the information of the interviewees but
also protect participant confidentiality. It is essential to be cautious about the issue of revealing
participants’ private information. Hence, the researcher followed Patton’s (2002) ethical
guidelines and Durham University’s ethical forms to protect the anonymity of the participants.
Also, the participant information sheet (Appendix 4) was provided to every participant before
conducting the interviews to inform participants of the purpose of the study and to ask them

for agreement on the use of collected data.

5.4 Validity and Reliability of the Research Design

Validity and reliability issues arise regardless of the types of research. This study followed
certain strategies to ensure the quality of the research (see Krippendorff (1980) and Waweru et
al. (2004) for details).

e This study used multiple sources of evidence that involves organisational reports
and semi-structured interviews (i.e. triangulation of data sources).

e Internal validity was addressed through pattern matching, concentrating on the
results gained from different sources data (i.e. sample reports and interviews in this
study) were consistent or inconsistent with the theoretical propositions (Waweru et
al., 2004).

e Inter-coder reliability estimation is critical for establishing the reliability of data
generated through content analysis. This study used a second coder who has coding
experience and is familiar with voluntary disclosure research. The second coder
performed the content analysis of reports for a sub-sample representing around 10
percent of the whole sample. Inter-coder reliability was tested using intra-class
correlation coefficient and Krippendorff’s a test (Hayes and Krippendorff, 2007)
and was found to be 0.96 and 0.98, respectively, indicating excellent inter-coder
agreement. Hence, the scores of content analysis can be considered reliable.

e A pilot testing of five organisational reports was conducted to ensure effective and
efficient conduct of content analysis.

¢ NVivo 12 software package was used for coding and managing the interview data
which enabled the researcher to systematically revisit the summarized data and refer
to the original documents. Thus, the coded data were auditable back to the transcript

even when taken from the original context.
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e This study followed Jefferson’s (2004) transcription conventions which is
commonly used for transcribing details of spoken interview to ensure the reliability

of the coding procedure for interviews.

5.5 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter discussed the methodological issues and research design of this doctoral study.
The phenomenon chosen for this study suggested that this research lies in the alternative
paradigm which applies the interpretivism approach using the multi-method (Modell, 2010).
This is considered to be the consequence of the adoption of both positive and normative
accounting theories in this study (refer to Chapter 4). This study chose the combination of
content analysis of organisational reports and interviews to address RQs. From a practical
perspective, the combination of content analysis and interview methods can improve the
validity of the research approach. Besides, the use of two sources of data, organisational reports
and interviews, strengthened the reliability of the findings as each set of data may support,

corroborate, or contradict each other (Miles et al., 2014).

The research design of this study involved two phases for collecting both quantitative and
qualitative data. In the first phase of this research (content analysis), two pre-defined checklists
were developed based on the research objectives. These two checklists were set to investigate
the extent to which sample organisations make forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers and the extent to which the various characteristics of
credibility are presented in the sample reports. Then, considering the regulatory and reporting
environment, this study selected organisational reports published by top 20 organisations by
market capitalisation from five countries (i.e. South Africa, U.K., Germany, Japan, and
Singapore) for content analysis. Sentences were chosen as the unit of analysis to code sample
reports with pre-defined checklists. Meanwhile, decision rules were also established to guide
the analysis. This is to ensure the reliability of the coding procedure. The coded data is used

for both quantitative and qualitative analysis applying the thematic analysis approach.

Regarding the second phase of this research (interview), in-depth semi-structured interviews
with 19 participants were carried out. The selection of participants and the interview questions
were based on the research objectives, the conceptual framework, and the findings of content
analysis. To make the analysis of interview data trustworthy and transparent, this study
followed systematic procedures of thematic analysis. Also, well-established transcription

conventions were adopted when transcribing the interviews to make sure that the verbal
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discourse was fully presented. The evidence gathered from interviews was used to enrich the

data and internal check the validity of the findings of content analysis.

The following two chapters present the results and findings of content analysis and interviews

respectively.
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CHAPTER SIX: FINDINGS OF CONTENT ANALYSIS

6.1 Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to present the findings of content analysis regarding RQ1: How
well does forward-looking information disclosed by organisations address suppliers’ and
customers’ information needs in the context of IR?, RQ2: How do suppliers and customers
engage with forward-looking information disclosure in the context of IR?, and RQ3: What
characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning

suppliers and customers?.

In this chapter, Section 6.2 presents an overview of the application of the approach to including
suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure made by sample
organisations. It aims to address RQ1 and RQ3 based on the quantitative data collected using
content analysis. Through a qualitative analysis of the sample reports, Section 6.3 discusses
how suppliers and customers influence forward-looking information with quantitative data to
address RQ2. With a similar data analysis technique, Section 6.4 aims to address RQ3 in more
detail by analysing the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning
suppliers and customers made by sample organisations and the factors influencing the

credibility of such disclosure. Section 6.5 summarises the chapter.

6.2 The Application of the Approach to Including Suppliers and Customers When Making
Forward-looking Information Disclosure

This section demonstrates the results of the quantitative analysis which aims to address RQ1
and RQ3. Firstly, for addressing RQL1, this section presents the level of incorporating suppliers’
and customers’ interests into forward-looking information disclosure, including different
forward-looking categories and items. Secondly, the overall credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure is presented to answer RQ3. Finally, patterns of forward-looking

information disclosure in five different countries are discussed in Section 6.2.3.

6.2.1 The Level of Incorporation of Suppliers’ and Customers’ Interests into Forward-looking
Information Disclosure

This subsection presents an overview of the level of the incorporation of the interests of
suppliers and customers into forward-looking information disclosure by sample organisations.
Based on the results of content analysis against Checklist 1 (The approach to including
suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure, refer to Chapter

5), it indicated that all sample organisations has begun to address suppliers’ and customers’
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needs in forward-looking information disclosure. However, from a close-up look at these
results, it was identified that forward-looking information categories and items concerning

suppliers and customers were disclosed at different levels.

Figure 3: Overall results of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and

customers and characteristics of credibility at category level (from highest to lowest)
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As shown in Figure 3, the most reported category is Sustainability (specific activities and
targets in different aspects that may affect the organisation’s sustainability performance), while
83% of sample organisations disclosed relevant information. The second most disclosed
category is Risks and opportunities (specific sources of risks and opportunities that may affect
the organisation’s long-term value or prospects) with the number of 81%. In line with prior
studies (Linsley and Shrives, 2006; Dumay and Hossain, 2019; Gazzola et al., 2019), the
sample organisations had recognised the importance of sustainability and risk issues. Such an
awareness was reflected in the organisational reports. Regarding specific forward-looking
items in the Sustainability category and the Risks and opportunities category (see Figure 4),
among all three aspects of sustainability, nearly all sample organisations disclosed the social
aspect and the environmental aspect of sustainability with the disclosure rates of 98% and 96%
respectively. Yet, the economic aspect was disclosed the least (63%). Inconsistent with Huq et

al. (2016) that social sustainability lagged behind environmental and economic sustainability

124



being addressed by organisations, this study’s results indicated that organisations had started
to address and report social sustainability recently. In addition, 75% of sample organisations
disclosed information about the sustainable supply chain. This was previously shown in Vurritt
and Schaltegger’s (2014) study indicating that wider recognition had been given to the
importance of a sustainable supply chain. Concerning items in the Risks and opportunities
category, all risk items were disclosed at relatively high levels (i.e. Economic and financial
risk: 93%; Operational risk: 85%; Technology risk: 84%; Industrial and market risk: 77%;
Socio-political risk:73%; Environmental risk:63%).
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Figure 4: Overall result of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers at item level (from highest to lowest)
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Regarding the results of other categories, the Investment category (specific investment
activities in products and services that may affect the organisation’s long-term value creation)
ranks third place. In terms of the specific item disclosures in this category, 88% of sample
organisations reported their investment projects or plans in the reports. However, fewer
organisations invested in R&D as only 48% of sample organisations disclosed relevant

information.

The Strategic objective category (long-term objectives and strategies to achieve them through
resource allocation plan) ranks as the fourth most disclosed category. As shown in Figure 3,
61% of sample organisations talked about relevant information in their organisational reports.
Referring to specific items in this category (Figure 4), it was surprising to notice that 67% of
sample organisations mentioned their objectives related to products and services development,
whereas not all of them (55%) reported strategies and resource allocation plans to achieve the
identified objectives. That is, some organisations may simply use reports to show positive
prospects by disclosing product and service development goals, but the lack of detailed plans

may make such disclosure less credible.
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As for the Outlook category (challenges and uncertainties that the organisation is likely to
encounter in pursuing its strategy, and the potential implications for its future performance),
61% of sample organisations reported relevant information in the organisational reports (Figure
3). Narrowing down to specific items in this category (Figure 4), most sample organisations
(83%) chose to report a positive performance outlook even when the economic and industrial
environment were challenging. Furthermore, as defined in the <IR> Framework, when
disclosing outlook, organisations should identify challenges and uncertainties that they are
likely to encounter and discuss the potential implications for future performance (1IRC, 2013;
2021). Although the majority of organisations disclosed operational risk and technology risk
that might negatively influence their future performance, only 24% of organisations reported a
negative performance outlook. In line with Haji and Anifowose (2016), the result suggested
that organisations continued to exaggerate positive information whilst obscuring or dismissing
negative information. The results that sample organisations did not fully discuss the potential
implications of uncertainties or they are not willing to report a negative performance outlook
can be possibly explained by the manager’s career concern (Nagar et al., 2003; Graham et al.,
2005) and/or afraid of negative market reaction (Kothari et al., 2009). Details regarding the
reasons for the low disclosure rate of negative performance outlook are presented later in this

chapter and in the interview findings chapter (Chapter 7).

Reputation and image (reputation that an organisation has gained in different aspects) is the
second last disclosed category (55%) as shown in Figure 3. At the item level of this category,
the extremely low disclosure rate of supplier/customer satisfaction (25%) was seen in Figure
4. Instead, sample organisations showed a good reputation and image by reporting their

excellent products and services (68%) and CSR performance (73%).

The least disclosed category is Supplier and customer relationships (includes how and to what
extent the organization understands suppliers’ and customers’ needs and how the relationships
influence value creation over time) with a disclosure rate of 50%. Narrowing down to
individual items in this category (Figure 4), 59% of sample organisations discussed general
relationships in their reports and 54% of them showed a willingness and reported ways to build
long-term relationships with their suppliers and customers. However, only a third of
organisations identified the interests and needs of suppliers and customers. Surprisingly, as
primary stakeholders (Clarkson,1995), organisations should interact with suppliers and
customers on a regular basis to show their responsibility in action and discharge accountability

(Deegan, 2002). As Roslender and Nielsen (2020) pointed out the need for research in social
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accounting and IR concerning suppliers and customers, the results further confirmed that one

of the challenges in this field is to develop a means of accountability to suppliers and customers.

In conclusion, the overall result illustrated that all sample organisations have begun to address
suppliers’ and customers’ needs in the forward-looking information disclosure. However, the
extent to which various categories and associated items were reported varied among sample
organisations. Sample organisations expressed a particular interest in reporting information
related to sustainability and risks and opportunities, whereas they were less motivated to talk
about the negative effects and specific supplier- and customer-related information. Details of
how suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information disclosure is presented

in Section 6.3.

6.2.2 The Credibility of Forward-looking Information Disclosure Concerning Suppliers and
Customers

The following paragraphs present an overview of the credibility of current forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. This overview is based on the
results of content analysis against Checklist 2 (The credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers checklist, refer to Chapter 5). As shown in
Figure 3, Assurance (external assurance and internal assurance on the forward-looking
information) is the most displayed characteristic at the category level, with a rate of 73%. This
can be explained by previous studies’ findings. According to Hodge and Stewart (2009), report
users perceived assured corporate reports as credible information sources. Hence, organisations
that seek to increase the credibility of disclosures were more likely to have their reports assured
(Simnett et al., 2009). In contrast, Materiality (the description of the organisation’s materiality
determination process and key judgements) ranks as the lowest credibility characteristic. This
was caused by the extremely low rate of the role of those charged with governance and key
personnel in the identification of material matters (16%) under the Materiality category, as

shown in Figure 5.

128



Figure 5: Overall result of characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking

information at item level (from highest to lowest)
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In contrast to Deloitte (2015), the results indicated that organisations had recognised the
importance of linking disclosed forward-looking information to other supportive evidence. The
Connectivity of information (presentation of the combination, interrelatedness, and
dependencies between forward-looking information and other factors that affect the
organization’s ability to create value over time) is the second most identified characteristic of
credibility (71%) as shown in Figure 3. It implies that the clarity of the concept of connectivity
of information had been improved and been well-understood by organisations. Specifically,
Figure 5 shows that most organisations linked forward-looking information to governance and
strategy (98% and 91% respectively), while only 24% of sample organisations extended this
linkage to capitals. In line with prior literature (Rodrigue et al., 2013; Flammer et al., 2019),
the results indicated that corporate governance and effective strategy underpin organisational
prospects. Besides, consistent with Wang et al., (2019), the results demonstrated that reflecting
the linkage of different kinds of non-financial information in the reports is a commonly used
mechanism to enhance the credibility of disclosures. Details in this regard are presented later

in this Section (Section 6.4) and the interview findings chapter (Chapter 7).

In terms of the Measurement and monitor category (specific processes used to measure and

monitor forward-looking information disclosure), 70% of sample organisations reported this
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category as shown in Figure 3. Consistent with prior literature (Wang et al., 2019; Thoradeniya
et al., 2021), the results indicated that measurement and monitoring is a traditional way to
enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers. Narrowing down to item level in this category, it indicated that sample organisations
commonly informed report users about how they measured and monitored forward-looking
information by talking about underlying assumptions (73%) and both quantitative and

qualitative information (60%), as presented in Figure 5.

Stakeholder engagement was another means that was often used by organisations to increase
the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers,
as 67% of sample organisations reported relevant information (Figure 3). This finding is in line
with Farooq and de Villiers (2019) that organisations reported stakeholder engagement to
increase reporting transparency and accountability. However, further analysis suggested that
such a means was employed to fulfil reporting requirements and manage legitimate risks rather
than responding to stakeholders’ concerns, an issue highlighted by several prior studies
(Deegan, 2002; Hess, 2008; Joseph, 2012). It was evident by the fact that 91% of sample
organisations had communications and dialogues with stakeholders while only 44% of them
took actions in response to stakeholders’ needs (Figure 5). Details about stakeholder
engagement are presented in Section 6.4.1.1 and Section 7.2.2.

As can be seen in Figure 3, organisations should make efforts to enhance the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure during reporting process since only 43% of sample
organisations showed commitments in this regard. Specifically, in line with Liesen et al. (2015)
and Haji and Anifowose (2016), the results indicated that current forward-looking information
disclosure practice made by sample organisations was still at a low level of completeness (22%)
as shown in Figure 5. Furthermore, most sample organisations reported forward-looking
information without referring to the source of data (23%). This is seen as less credible

information by stakeholders ((Kurpierz and Smith, 2020).

In conclusion, quantitative analysis of the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers firstly demonstrated that assurance was the most used
mechanism by sample organisations to enhance the credibility of this disclosure practice.
Secondly, the importance of presenting the connectivity of information had been recognised
by sample organisations. Thirdly, sample organisations measured and monitored the disclosed

forward-looking information to show the credibility of disclosure. Fourthly, stakeholder
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engagement was used by sample organisations to respond to external pressure rather than as a
key mechanism to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers. Details of how organisations use various activities to
increase the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and

customers are presented in Section 6.4 and Section 7.4.

6.2.3 Patterns of Forward-looking Information Disclosure in Different Countries

Following prior studies on corporate reporting across different countries (Hofstede, 2001;
Habisch et al., 2011), it is necessary to mention the patterns of organisational reports in sample
countries to gain a deeper understanding of the research topic. The patterns of forward-looking
information disclosure amongst five sample countries presented both similarities and
differences. According to Figure 6, organisations in all countries disclosed much information
in relation to categories of Sustainability and Risks and opportunities. Yet, the disclosure about
Supplier and customer relationships and Reputation and image was relatively less than other
categories. Furthermore, Figure 6 illustrates considerable variations in respect of disclosures
concerning Strategic objectives, Investment, and Outlook. Specifically, Japanese organisations
disclosed the most Strategic objectives while they disclosed much less information about
Outlook than other countries did. German organisations made more Investment and Outlook
disclosures. South African and Singapore organisations disclosed less information relating to

Strategic objectives and Investments.
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Figure 6: Forward-looking information disclosure by countries
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The high disclosure rates of Sustainability and Risks and opportunities in all countries can be

explained by the reporting requirements or recommendations as summarised in Table 2 in

Chapter 5 (Table 8 below extracts reporting requirements about the disclosure of sustainability

and risk information from Table 2). All five countries require or encourage organisations to

disclose their activities and commitments in relation to sustainability. Moreover, South Africa,

U.K., and Germany either require or recommend organisations to make risk reporting (except

mandatory financial risks disclosure), while Japan and Singapore do not have specific

requirements or guidance on risk reporting. Thus, the higher disclosure of Risks and

opportunities in South Africa, U.K., and Germany can be explained by the difference in

reporting requirements.
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Table 8: Reporting requirements concerning sustainability and risk disclosures

South Africa | Mandatory IR; King IV Report

U.K. Strategic Report and Directors’ Report; ICAEW: Recommendations on risk
reporting

Germany EU Non-Financial Reporting Directive

Japan TCFD Guidance; Environmental Reporting Guidelines

Singapore Annual sustainability reporting has become mandatory on a “comply or explain”

asset managers

basis; Guidelines on Environmental Risk Management for banks, insurers, and

German organisations reported the most sustainability information among all five countries.
Apart from regulation pressure, the financial system and labour and education system also
promote sustainability reporting in Germany. Germany is one of the first countries to have a
socially responsible investment stock market index, signalling investor pressure on companies
to improve sustainability performance and reporting (loannou and Serafeim, 2012). Moreover,
union density is extremely high in Germany which provides unions with the power to force
organisations to manage their social responsibility (loannou and Serafeim, 2012). According
to Jackson and Apostolakou (2010), German society is more individualistic, thus,
organisations are more likely to undertake explicit CSR activities and relevant disclosures in

order to fulfil a broader range of stakeholders’ expectations.

Despite the fact that many countries require organisations to disclose many aspects of
sustainability issues, it appeared that even though sample organisations are these largest
organisations in each country, this was not always the case as the disclosure rate of
sustainability was not 100%. Not surprisingly, other types of forward-looking information
disclosure in the absence of legal requirements were even less. For example, in line with Haji
and Anifowose (2017), the level of Supplier and customer relationships disclosure was quite
low compared to other categories. Organisations were not forced/required to disclose such
information as there is no specific reporting requirement in this regard, except IR encourages
organisations to report social and relationship capital (I1IRC, 2013; 2014; 2021). Therefore, IR

reporters were expected to report more on the relationships with suppliers and customers.
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However, it was unexpected to observe that the South African sample ranks the lowest in
Supplier and customer relationships category disclosure (Figure 6). This result is inconsistent
with Setia et al. (2015) that the disclosure of social and relational capital had increased after
the introduction of IR in South Africa, and they had made commitments to manage the
relationships with suppliers and business partners. In this study, the results indicated that South
African organisations did not emphasise information concerning suppliers and customers even
though there had been an increase in social and relational capital disclosure found by prior
studies (e.g. Setia et al., 2015). A possible reason is that since the <IR> Framework is principle-
based, organisations may choose not to disclose more about suppliers and customers due to the
proprietary cost (Singh et al., 2008) or fears of losing competitive advantage (Jarratt and Stiles,
2010). Furthermore, given the market capitalisation of the South African sample (as shown in
Table 3 in Chapter 5) was relatively smaller than other countries, smaller-sized organisations
tend to delay or not disclose forward-looking information concerning supply chain
relationships when they experience business crises compared to larger organisations (Cen et
al., 2018). Such an agreement can also be applied to Singapore samples which also showed a

low disclosure rate of supplier and customer relationships.

By contrast, the UK sample outperformed other sample countries in terms of Supplier and
customer relationships disclosure. This result is consistent with Li et al. (2008) that relational
capital was the most disclosed intellectual capital by UK organisations. This result further
confirmed the effectiveness of the “The UK Corporate Governance Code” issued by FRC,
which aimed to provide guidance on effective board practice (FRC, 2016), as good corporate
governance of UK organisations contributed to the high disclosure rate of suppliers and
customer relationships (Li et al., 2008). Considering the above analysis, although there are
reporting frameworks (e.g. the <IR> Framework) which emphasise the importance of social
and relationship capital, the supplier and customer inclusive approach to reporting is at an early
stage since the disclosure rate of Supplier and customer relationships is not high enough, even

in developed countries as shown in this study.

In terms of the category of Reputation and image, the overall disclosure level amongst all
sample countries was quite low. As identified earlier, organisations tended to disclose the
quality of products and services instead of supplier/customer satisfaction to show
organisational reputation and image. It is possible that supplier/customer satisfaction was not

high enough for organisations to disclose in their organisational reports or organisations
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believed that signalling excellent quality of products and services is more efficient to gain

reputation for business survival in the long run.

As for the disclosure of the Investment category, the German samples disclosed more
investment information while the South African and Singapore samples relatively had less to
say about investment. This can be explained by the sector grouping. As demonstrated in Figure
7, organisations in the Health Care sector disclosed relatively more investment information
while organisations in the Financials sector had an extremely low rate of disclosure of
Investment. This result reflects the findings of Bukh et al. (2005) that R&D intensity
determines the disclosure of information related to products and services development and
innovation, as Health care is classified into a high-intensity industry and Financials is a non-
intensity industry (Henderson and Cockburn, 1993). In the sample organisations, 38% of
organisations in the Health Care sector are German organisations, and a total of 56% of

financial organisations are either South African or Singapore organisations.

Figure 7: Investment disclosure by sectors
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With respect to the Outlook category, it is particularly noticed that Japanese organisations were
reluctant to talk about their views on outlook. This can be explained by the different national
cultures between Japan and the other four countries. Based on Hofstede’s (2003) culture
dimensions, Japan is classified as high Masculinity. This indicates that society will be driven
by competition, achievement, and success, with success being defined by the winner or best in
the field (Scores: South Africa; 63; UK:66; Germany: 66; Japan: 95; Singapore: 48). According
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to the decision rules of content analysis (Appendix 2), the outlook disclosures include items
regarding challenges that an organisation is going to face and negative performance outlook;
therefore, Japanese organisations may be reluctant to disclose much negative information about
their future performance. It was further supported by the fact that only one (5%) Japanese
organisations reported negative performance outlooks (South Africa: 30%; UK: 24%; Germany:
30%; Singapore: 32%). This result is in line with the prior study by Kato et al. (2009) which
concluded that Japanese managers usually optimised prospects to convince constituents (the
board, shareholders, employees, etc.) that they are doing a good job.

The legitimacy theory can be employed to explain the similar and different patterns of forward-
looking information disclosure mentioned above. Organisations are considered as a part of the
social system that interacts with society; therefore, they aim to reduce uncertainty and ensure
survival and growth (Aguilera and Jackson, 2003). Furthermore, different levels of pressure
generated from regulations encourage organisations to mandatorily and/or voluntarily disclose
information so as to meet the “social contract” with society (Cormier et al., 2004) and to be
acceptable by society (Chen and Roberts, 2010). In conclusion, the emerged patterns of
forward-looking information disclosure might be the result of regulatory pressure and the

different patterns may reflect the organisation’s recognition of its role in society.

6.3 The Engagement of Suppliers and Customers with Forward-looking Information
Disclosure

Prior sections illustrated that suppliers and customers have an influence on an organisation’s
decision on forward-looking information disclosure. The contents of sample reports are
explored in this section to address RQ2 (How do suppliers and customers engage with forward-
looking information disclosure in the context of IR?). Considering the conceptual framework
of this study (Figure 1), which is constructed with stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory,
resources dependency theory, and transaction cost theory, this study identified three central
themes, namely motivations of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers
and customers, the role of suppliers and customers in strategic decisions, and the use of
forward-looking information disclosure for the stability of supply chain. These three themes
are discussed respectively in the following sections. The summary of themes and issues that
emerged from content analysis drawing on some exemplar quotes extracted from the sample

reports are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9: Evidence of content analysis regarding how suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information disclosure

perspective

customers is a driver to make forward-
looking information disclosure since
losing key supply chain partners results
in decreased stakeholder confidence.

Themes Sub-themes Summary of key findings Illustrative examples
Motivations | Stakeholder | Organisations incorporate “With the aid of the “customer Insights” process and our global
for accountability | suppliers’/customers’ feedback into network of research and development centre, we promptly identify
disclosing strategic decision making and disclose constantly changing consumer wishes and successfully reflect them
forward- forward-looking items (e.g. strategic in our product development and make our customers’ workflows
looking objectives and R&D) to show even more efficient and effective.” ( Beiersdorf AG
information stakeholder accountability.
concerning | Legitimacy Legitimacy concern is an important “The success of a business requires the commitment of meeting
suppliers concerns factor encouraging organisations to social values and expectations, such as transparency, respect,
and adopt the approach to including integrity and accountability [...] Underpinned by these values and
customers suppliers and customers when making expectations, we invest in R&D to bring new and innovative
forward-looking information disclosure. | products to create value for various stakeholders and we recognise
forward-looking information disclosure | the importance of solid supply chain relationships in this process.”
is used to gain, maintain, and repair ( GlaxoSmithKline PLC)
legitimacy. “Through engagement, if a gap is found between suppliers’ and
customers’ expectations and the organisation’s activities, corrective
actions will be taken to narrow the gap.” ( Bayer AG).
Resource The dependency of an organisation for “AB InBev relies on key third parties, including key suppliers, for a
dependency | resources on its (key) suppliers and range of raw materials [...] The termination of or a material change

to arrangements with certain key suppliers or the failure of a key
supplier to meet its contractual obligations could have a material
impact on AB InBev's production [...]Jand have a material adverse
effect on AB InBev's business [...] Certain of AB InBev’s
subsidiaries may purchase nearly all of their key packaging
materials from sole suppliers under multiyear contracts. The loss of
or temporary discontinuity of supply from any of these suppliers
without sufficient time to develop an alternative source could cause
AB InBev to spend increased amounts on such supplies in the
future.” (Anheuser-Busch InBev)
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Transaction
cost
perspective

Disclosing forward-looking information
regarding long-term relationships,
strategies, and supply chain management
plans is a way to build long-term trusted
relationships with suppliers and
customers. This relationship enables
transaction parties to receive mutual
benefits from transactions.

“Our strategic priority is to manage supplier relationships [....] a
finance programme is offered to help suppliers manage their cash
flows. Suppliers can access a platform to check their invoices and
payment dates as well as claim an early payment [...] We believe
this programme offers a benefit to our suppliers, as it provides
visibility and flexibility to manage their cash flow [...] we believe
our manufacturing and supply function supports our Return to
Growth”. (AstraZeneca PLC )

The Risk Supply chain risks shape supply chain “Purchasing and procurement risk: the loss of a key supplier could
influence of | management | strategy. Incorporating risk information | affect our production and increase our costs [...] Strategies:
suppliers strategy into organisational reports is a part of purchase raw materials and parts from numerous external suppliers
and the risk management strategy to and making sure suppliers are satisfactory in relation to contracts
customers highlight the independence from and business [...] we aim to sustain the procurement of good
on strategic external risks and the implementation of | products at reasonable prices in a timely manner.” (Honda Motor
decisions strategies to deal with internal risks Co. Ltd.)
Directing Engaging and collaborating with “Strong partners from the supplier industry are also essential for our
product suppliers and customers offers effort to develop and offer new concepts [...] and through the
development | opportunities and new concepts for an partnership, we aim to ensure that the Group retains the key
organisation’s product development. technological expertise it needs in order to maintain the uniqueness
This information is reflected in of our brands and to safeguard the future”. (Siemens AG )
organisational reports.
Sustainable Suppliers and customers have a “Our sustainability strategy is aligned with our supply chain
supply chain | significant influence on the management strategy [...] We work with customers, suppliers and
management | organisational sustainability strategy other value chain participants to seek to influence emissions
establishment and implementation, as reductions across the life cycle of products.” (BHP Group Plc )
well as the content of sustainability “Reducing operational emissions is vital to our position as an ethical
reporting. and responsible business [...] we take this position seriously and
seek to both maximise value and minimise risk throughout our
interactions with our supply chain partners.” (National Grid PLC)
Use of Building Making forward-looking information “We have multiple suppliers for each of our operations and our
forward- long-term disclosure is a means to show a centralised procurement teams work closely with our operations in
looking relationships | willingness to build long-term
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information
disclosure
for the
stability of
the supply
chain

relationships with suppliers and
customers. This is achieved by
identifying responsibility for each
function within an organisation
regarding relationship management.

actively pursuing longer-term agreements with strategic suppliers.”
(Mondi PLC)

Influencing
perceptions
of suppliers
and
customers

forward-looking information disclosure

is used to influence suppliers’ and
customers’ perceptions oOf an

organisation’s prospects, reputation, and

trustworthiness.

“Building trust requires more than just complying with the law.
Trust is also about perception. If people perceive you as not sharing
their values, concerns or hopes for the future, they are unlikely to
trust you [...] we engage with our supply chain partners to identify
their concerns [...] and we believe by constantly demonstrating the
unquestionable integrity of our businesses, people and partnerships,
we can earn and keep their trust over the long term.” (Old Mutual
Ltd.)
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6.3.1 Motivations for Disclosing Forward-looking Information Concerning Suppliers and
Customers

The theme “motivations for disclosing forward-looking information concerning suppliers and
customers” refers to the reasons why organisations would make forward-looking information
disclosure considering the interests of suppliers and customers. This theme includes
stakeholder accountability, legitimacy concern, resource dependency perspective, and

controlling transaction cost perspective.

6.3.1.1 Stakeholder Accountability

The codes related to the sub-theme “stakeholder accountability” include forward-look items
regarding (1) supplier and customer expectations and (2) strategies and actions in response to
their expectations. The findings of the content analysis confirmed the central principle of
stakeholder theory that organisations believe the interplay with each stakeholder group needs
to be managed in order to further the interest of the organisation (Gray et al., 1996). Kaur and
Lodhia (2018) argued that organisations showed poor stakeholder accountability since they are
unwilling to incorporate stakeholder feedback into decision-making and reporting. Inconsistent
with this view, the results indicated that suppliers’ and customers’ feedback was given high
priority in the strategic planning process at many sample organisations. The feedback was
sought through customer surveys (SA 3°), regular supplier meetings (S 15), and various
stakeholder engagement instruments (G 5). For example, organisations engaged with suppliers
and customers in order to “identify optimization potentials” in the production area (G 5),
“discuss key sustainability-related matters” (SA 3) and reduce supply chain risks by
“concluding long-term agreements” with suppliers (G 4). Through engagement, if a gap was
found between suppliers’ and customers’ expectations and the organisation’s activities,
corrective actions will be taken to narrow the gap. The process of engaging with suppliers and
customers and the outcome of the engagement were reflected in organisational reports. This
implied that sample organisations recognised suppliers and customers as important stakeholder
groups and made strategic and reporting decisions according to the interests and needs of these
stakeholders. That is, certain forward-looking categories/items, such as sustainability issues,
strategies objectives, and risks and opportunities, were an outcome of supplier and customer
engagement. In turn, the reporting of these forward-looking categories/items was a response to

suppliers” and customers’ information needs. This finding is consistent with Imoniana et al.

5 When presenting the quote from a particular sample report, the format of the abbreviation of the country plus organisation number is
used. SA stands for South Africa, UK stands for the UK, G stands for Germany, J stands for Japan and S stands for Singapore. E.g. SA 3
stands for the South African organisation number 3.
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(2012) that stakeholder engagement plays a critical role in accounting and defining the contents
of organisational reports. Other critical roles of stakeholder engagement in reporting are

analysed with other evidence later in Section 6.4.1.1.

Considering the above discussion, this study identified three findings. Firstly, in line with
Bellucci et al. (2019), this study provided evidence that organisations had committed to a two-
way dialogue with stakeholders. Secondly, listed international organisations tend to disclose
supplier- and customer-related forward-looking information, which is consistent with
Campopiano and de Massis (2015). Lastly, extending the findings of Harrison et al. (2010) and
Dyer et al. (2018) to forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers, this study indicated that organisations reported forward-looking information for

suppliers and customers to discharge accountability.

6.3.1.2 Legitimacy Concerns

The codes related to the sub-theme “legitimacy concerns” include forward-looking items in
relation to (1) sustainability, (2) reputation and image, (3) investments, and (4) outlooks that
show organisational legitimacy. Content analysis indicated that the approach to including
suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure was influenced
by an organisation’s legitimacy concern.In line with legitimacy theory (Suchman, 1995),

sample organisations made such disclosures to gain, maintain, and repair legitimacy.

Sample organisations made forward-looking information disclosure to gain legitimacy,
especially when entering a new market or launching new products (SA 15, UK 6, G 4). As
illustrated in Table 9, the success and the survival of a business required the organisation to
fully align the social values and expectations (e.g. transparency, integrity and, accountability).
Grounded in these social values, organisations made commitments, such as making
investments to develop sustainable products and supporting local distribution channels.
Therefore, it can be confirmed that organisations intended to gain legitimacy with various
stakeholders (including suppliers and customers) when developing new products (Suchman,

1995) and such an intention was reflected in the organisational reports.

Sample organisations have committed to maintaining legitimacy by disclosing social matters
concerning suppliers and customers, such as inclusive procurement (SA 2), responsible
sourcing (G 4), and safety performance (SA 11). These commitments were motivated by the
intention to “increase social accountability, conduct business fairly, and with integrity and

deliver value through supplier partnerships” (SA 2). Several organisations also reported the
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comparison of the targeted performance and achieved results in relation to sustainable supply
chain performance which was disclosed in the KPIs section of the sample reports (e.g. SA 13,
UK 4, and S 7). This can be explained by the legitimacy theory that maintaining legitimacy
requires consistent compliance with social norms, beliefs, and values (Mobus, 2005).

Legitimacy theory states that an organisation would use corporate reporting to communicate
organisational changes and enhance stakeholder confidence if the organisation is facing
legitimacy crises caused by a discrete event (Buhr, 2002; also refer to Section 4.2.2 for more
explanations). Adhering to this view, there is evidence that forward-looking information
disclosure was used as a tool to repair legitimacy when they forecasted a negative performance
outlook (by analysing sample reports that disclosed negative performance outlooks). This was
done by disclosing strategies and plans to reverse the negative effect of a damaged reputation.
For example, SA 20 stated that they “experienced an unfortunate challenge with the outsourced
maintenance of our mobile network, following the decision by an incumbent supplier to
terminate their contract” which may negatively impact the future performance. They then
disclosed initiatives and strategies regarding supply chain management to attract suppliers and
satisfy customers. Consistent with the view of Archel et al. (2009), the voluntarily disclosed
supply chain strategies and plans can be interpreted as an intention to deflect the attention of
existing and potential suppliers and customers from the event of unfortunate contract
termination. Yet, SA 20 provided no explanation of why the contract was terminated by an
incumbent supplier in its report. It implies that the disclosure of supply chain management
initiatives and plans was a sign of repairing legitimacy with supply chain partners. Furthermore,
since SA 20 is a mandatory IR reporter, this finding offers some solid evidence to prior studies
(Beck et al., 2017; Muldowney, 2018; Casonato et al., 2019), showing that IR had helped

organisations restore legitimacy and repair reputation by focusing on the relational capitals.

In conclusion, in line with O’Donovan (2002), this study’s findings indicate that organisations
inform stakeholders about their commitments and performance to minimise the legitimacy gap.
Also, organisational reporting is confirmed to be one of the techniques of informing

stakeholders.

6.3.1.3 Resource Dependency Perspective
The codes related to the sub-theme “resource dependency perspective” include forward-
looking items in relation to (1) the importance of major/key suppliers and customers to the

business and (2) strategies to manage relationships with them. The content analysis revealed
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that sample organisations had recognised suppliers as the main source of supply providers and
customers as the main source of revenue that organisations rely on for operating the businesses,
especially those major/key suppliers and customers. Consistent with Larrinaga-Gonzalez et al.
(2001), the dependency of an organisation for resources on its stakeholders was a catalyst to
the change of its accounting practices, in this case, forward-looking information disclosure
practice. This finding can be explained by considering the motivations of disclosing forward-

looking information from the view of resource dependency. For example,

“AB InBev relies on key third parties, including key suppliers, for a range of
raw materials [...]. The termination of or a material change to arrangements
with certain key suppliers or the failure of a key supplier to meet its
contractual obligations could have a material impact on AB InBev's
production [...]and have a material adverse effect on AB InBev's business
[...]. Certain of AB InBev’s subsidiaries may purchase nearly all of their key
packaging materials from sole suppliers under multiyear contracts. The loss
of or temporary discontinuity of supply from any of these suppliers without
sufficient time to develop an alternative source could cause AB InBev to
spend increased amounts on such supplies in the future [...] we are leveraging
new technologies to better engage with them” (SA 4, Integrated Report,
pp.65-66)

Sample organisations’ concerns of losing key supply chain partners decreased stakeholder
confidence and drove the organisation to report certain types of forward-looking information.
These types of information are risks associated with the supply chain and plans of resolving

these risks via effective supplier and customer engagement.

Furthermore, by revising the coded data, the industry effect in Japan was noticed in terms of
the role of supply chain parties in forward-looking information disclosure. For instance, J 3
reported that “Japanese industry, in general, is heavily dependent on foreign suppliers for
substantially all of its raw materials”, and they then disclosed strategies and plans regarding
supply chain management. J20, which is in the same industry as J3, placed a high priority on
supply chain partners in their guiding principles for business, stating that “we respect our
business partners such as suppliers and dealers and work with them through long-term
relationships to realize mutual growth based on mutual trust”. As for the strategy of dealing
with the diversity of suppliers and sustainable supply chain, they “maintain fair and free
competition in accordance with the letter and spirit of each country’s competition laws”. Thus,
from a resource dependency view, suppliers and customers produced effects on forward-
looking information disclosure and these effects were stronger when the whole industry is

dependent on foreign or few key suppliers for resources.
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6.3.1.4 Transaction Cost Perspective

The codes here include forward-looking items in relation to supplier and customer relationships.
The conceptual framework (Figure 1 (v)) and the theoretical foundation (Section 4.3) of this
study indicate that opportunism is the main concern of every supply chain party when making
transactions due to information asymmetry (Williamson, 1979). The results of the content
analysis indicated that organisations attempted to reduce information asymmetry between
transaction parties by disclosing forward-looking information concerning suppliers and
customers. This action showed an organisation’s intention to alleviate suppliers’ and customers’
opportunism concerns. In line with prior studies (Hui et al., 2012; Dou et al., 2013), this study
reported that organisations expressed their willingness to build long-term trusted relationships
with supply chain parties for the purpose of receiving mutual benefits from transactions. This
willingness was reflected in the organisational reports by introducing policies or programmes
that support supply chain parties. For example, UK 1 offered a finance programme to help
suppliers manage their cash flows. Suppliers can access a platform to check their invoices and
payment dates as well as claim an early payment. They stated in its report that “we believe this
programme offers a benefit to our suppliers, as it provides visibility and flexibility to manage
their cash flow”. This programme, in turn, would help to receive mutual benefits as UK 1 stated
that “we believe our manufacturing and supply function supports our Return to Growth”. In
line with transaction cost theory (Section 4.4.1.2), organisations reported supply-chain-related
plans and beliefs to build trust with supply chain parties. This can be recognised as a signal to
reduce information asymmetry with supply chain parties. The reduced information asymmetry
then impeded opportunistic behaviours between transaction parties. Therefore, the organisation

and its suppliers and customers can receive mutual benefits.

6.3.2 The Influence of Suppliers and Customers on Strategic Decisions
The theme related to “the influence of suppliers and customers on strategic decisions” includes
aspects of risk management strategy, product development, and sustainable supply chain

management. These three aspects are discussed respectively in the following sections.

6.3.2.1 Risk Management Strategy

The sub-theme “risk management strategy” includes codes regarding (1) risk disclosures and
(2) associated strategies. The results of content analysis added evidence to the view that
organisations with further-oriented reporting strategies are likely to disclose third-party risks
as prospects and supply chain continuity are highly interdependent (Hill and Short, 2009). The

results also indicated that organisations used forward-looking information disclosure to show
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their awareness of the importance of supply chain risk management and then took action to
reduce this risk. In contrast to Hill and Short (2009) that the extent of forward-looking
information disclosure was negatively related to the detailed disclosure of risk management,
the quantitative data of this study indicated that 85% of sample organisations identified detailed
operational risk under which supply chain risk is classified (Figure 4). This can be explained
by considering the costs associated with supply chain disruption and the increasing attention
paid to supply chain risk management (Chopra and Sodhi, 2014). As presented in Table 9,
sample organisations foresaw the consequences of the inability to manage supply chain risks
effectively, such as increasing costs and affections on production. Organisational reports were
also used to inform stakeholders about strategies and plans to deal with disclosed supply chain
risks. In line with prior literature (Linsley and Shrives, 2006; Malafronte et al., 2016), the
results of the content analysis indicated that the incorporation of risk information into
organisational reports was part of risk management strategy, highlighting the independence

from external risks and strategies to deal with internal risks.

Organisations may strategically select which risk categories to disclose to avoid the negative
effect on corporate image and prospects in reporting practice (Elshandidy et al., 2018),
although risk reporting accounting standards require organisations to disclose a certain extent
of risk information. Consistent with this view, combining the above qualitative analysis of the
sample reports and the quantitative data that 85% of sample organisations disclosed operational
risks concerning the supply chain (Figure 5), this study confirms the important role of suppliers

and customers in strategic decisions and reporting decisions.

6.3.2.2 Directing Product Development

The codes related to the sub-theme “directing product development” include forward-looking
items in relation to product development objectives and plans. Figure 5 shows that most sample
organisations reported objectives related to products and services development (61% of sample
organisations) and associated strategies and resource allocation plans to achieve objectives (55%
of sample organisations). A close-up analysis of the coded data indicated that the strategic
decision concerning product development was influenced by the outcome of supplier and
customer engagement. That is, sample organisations made product development decisions
based on customers’ preferences and needs and suppliers’ resources and expertise. This sort of
information was gathered via supplier and customer engagement. As Power (2004) stated,
stakeholder engagement has become a mechanism for transforming stakeholders’ tacit

knowledge into explicit knowledge.
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The qualitative analysis of sample reports demonstrated that the product development plan
involved long-term decisions and influenced different activities within an organisation, such as
R&D and production activities. For instance, G 7 invested in R&D in order to develop and
innovate products and services that “suit diverse customer needs” and “respond to customer
demands in a faster, more flexible, and more precise manner”. G 7 also collaborated and/or
developed partnerships with suppliers and customers with an aim to effectively accomplish
product development plans by information sharing and cost reduction. Hence, engaging and
collaborating with suppliers and customers offers opportunities and new concepts for an

organisation’s product development, and this information is reflected in organisational reports.

6.3.2.3 Sustainable Supply Chain Management

The codes here are sustainability information specific to supplier and customer and/or supply
chain. Content coding showed that suppliers and customers played a critical role in the
organisational sustainability strategy establishment and implementation, as well as the content
of sustainability reporting. Evidentially, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, 75% of the sample
organisations report information about sustainable supply chains, including strategies, targets,
and performance (see Figure 5). By looking at the content of sample reports, it indicated that
organisations developed sustainable supply chains owing to the increased awareness of
reducing operational emissions caused by stakeholder pressure (as shown in Table 9). For
example, in response to stakeholders’ environmental concerns, UK 11 realised that “reducing
operational emissions is vital to our position as an ethical and responsible business”, and they
“take this position seriously and seek to both maximise value and minimise risk throughout our
interactions with our supply chain”. In addition, SA 6 claimed that “sustainable approach to
sourcing, production, distribution, and marketing helps us to create value for a wide group of
stakeholders”. This is in line with prior studies (New, 2015; Nakamba et al., 2017), stating that
the growing demand for supply chains to improve social standards, along with severe

environmental problems, placed sustainability at the centre of supply chain management.

Sample organisations perceived the sustainable supply chain as a competitive advantage rather
than a burden in running the business as they had recognised the critical role of the sustainable
supply chain in the value creation process. Based on the content of sample reports, value
creation via the sustainable supply chain was achieved in different aspects, namely
environmental compliance, employee welfare, well-being, and operational performance.
Different aspects of the supply chain were also linked with SDGs in most sample reports

indicating organisational progress towards the achievement of SDGs. That is, in line with
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Ashby et al. (2012), supply chain management emerged as an essential lens to consider how

different aspects of sustainability can be addressed to achieve SDGs.

The results showed that the ultimate goal of sustainable supply chain management was not only
for the organisation’s own benefits but also for helping suppliers and customers to manage their
supply chains. For example, “through supplier self-assessments, third-party audits, and
bespoke supplier capacity-building programmes, we support suppliers to flag potential risks
and improve their management controls. Where required, corrective actions are agreed and
monitored” (SA 2). Furthermore, S 4 stated in the report that they “strive to influence our
supply chain of 6,000 partners to adopt sustainable practices through the DBS Sustainable
Sourcing framework™. In short, organisations are using organisational reports to show how they

manage sustainability along the whole supply chain.

6.3.3 Use of Forward-looking Information Disclosure for the Stability of Supply Chain

This theme relates to how organisations use forward-looking information disclosure for
sustaining the stability of the supply chain. Two purposes of disclosing supplier- and customer-
related forward-looking information were identified through content analysis. The first one was
to build long-term relationships with suppliers and customers to gain favourable trading terms
and avoid the disruption of the supply chain. The second purpose was to influence the
perceptions of suppliers and customers regarding an organisation’s prospects, reputation, and
trustworthiness. Organisations believed that the stability of the supply chain would increase
through perception management. Details related to this theme are presented in the following

sub-sections.

6.3.3.1 Building Long-term Relationships

The codes related to the sub-theme “building long-term relationships” include (1) forward-
looking supplier and customer relationships and (2) associated strategies and plans to manage
these relationships. In line with Dou et al. (2013), the content analysis revealed that
organisations used corporate reporting as a tool to show their willingness to build long-term
relationships with their supply chain partners. By revisiting the coded data, it was noticed that
disclosing forward-looking relationships with suppliers and customers, especially those that

were critical to the organisation, was beneficial for gaining long-term contracts. For example:

“The loss of a key supplier could affect our production and increase our
costs ... we purchase raw materials and parts from numerous external
suppliers ... but rely on certain suppliers for some of the raw materials and
parts which it uses to manufacture products...to make sure suppliers are
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satisfactory...we aim to sustain the procurement of good products at
reasonable prices in a timely manner”. (J 3, Annual Report, pp,58-59.)

The above quote highlights that the strength of supplier and customer relationships affected an
organisation’s ability to obtain pricing and competitive trade terms (Dyer et al., 2018). This
can be explained by the transaction cost theory (Section 4.3.1.2) that solid supply chain
relationships increase information sharing and reduce opportunistic behaviour, which
eventually benefits all transaction parties (Hui et al., 2012). This result also added evidence to
the argument that organisations benefit from making voluntary forward-looking information
disclosure to suppliers and customers in terms of favourable trading terms and supplier and

customer satisfaction (Balvers et al., 2015; Dyer et al., 2018).

In addition, sample organisations disclosed commitments to build long-term relationships with
suppliers and customers with an intention to reduce information asymmetry. The commitments
included strategies and future plans dealing with production, procurement, and relationships
with suppliers and customers. Sample organisations also reported board involvement in
supplier and customer relationship management and identified key personnel who is
responsible for those commitments. For example, G 4 stated that “long-term contracts and
active supplier management for strategically important goods and services are important
elements” in the supply chain relationship management section. Then, this organisation
reported that strategies for supply chain relationship management were confirmed at the
management level and identified responsibilities for each individual department involved (e.g.
procurement and stakeholder relations), as well as collaborations among these departments.
Signalling theory of this study (Section 4.2.3) argues that to manage supply chain relationships,
organisations would voluntarily disclose more information to sustain sound relationships by
reducing information asymmetry. This finding is consistent with previous studies (Ross, 1977,
Balvers et al., 2015).

Also, sample organisations identified severe consequences of failing to maintain relationships
with key supply chain parties in the long run, such as disruption of the supply chain (UK 12),
reputation and brand damage (J 5), and loss of technological expertise (S 16). These
consequences would negatively influence organisational future performance. This can be
explained by the fears of possible supply chain disruptions caused by uncertainties and the
vulnerability of modern supply chains, such as a lack of understanding about how to deal with
the complexity of the business world, network design, and structure flaws (Mishra and Shah,

2009; Zhang et al., 2011). Therefore, organisations use forward-looking information disclosure
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to signal their willingness and commitment to building long-term relationships with supply

chain partners to ensure the stability of the supply chain.

6.3.3.2 Influencing Perceptions of Suppliers and Customers

The codes related to the sub-theme “influencing perceptions of suppliers and customers”
include forward-looking information regarding (1) outlooks and (2) reputation and image. The
content analysis revealed that organisations used forward-looking information disclosure to
influence perceptions of suppliers and customers regarding organisational prospects.
Stakeholder theory and transaction cost theory of this study indicate that suppliers and
customers are primary stakeholders holding critical resources for an organisation to survive
(Clarkson, 1995; Bowen et al., 1995). Thus, the action that sample organisations reported
positive forward-looking information can be explained by the intention to gain constant
resources to run the business as suppliers and customers prefer to trade with organisations with
thriving future performance (Dou et al, 2013). This result can also be used to explain the
considerable higher disclosure rate of positive performance outlook than negative performance

as shown in Figure 4 (83% and 24% respectively).

Apart from prospects, the results indicated that organisations also intended to influence the
perceptions of suppliers and customers concerning their reputation and trustworthiness. Sample
organisations had recognised the importance of reputation and trustworthiness to a business in
their organisational reports (e.g. UK 3, UK 14, UK 15, J 3, S 8) (see also Graham et al, 2005;
Raman and Shahrur, 2008, for similar findings). Some organisations also identified difficulties
in building trust with suppliers and customers (UK 14, UK 15). As demonstrated in Table 9,
building trust required that the shared values, concerns, and hope for the future can be perceived
by stakeholders rather than just complying with the law. The process of building trust with
suppliers and customers as identified in the sample report involved supplier and customer
engagement, identification of their concerns and interests, developing strategies and plans in
response to their requirements, and signalling integrity and promising prospects in the
organisational reports. Regarding the reasons that organisations made such commitments to
build trust with suppliers and customers, it can be explained by considering the legitimacy
motivations including building and maintaining legitimacy and discharging accountability
(refer to Section 4.4). In addition, the findings added evidence to the view that voluntary
disclosure concerning prospects and reputation was essential to building long-term
relationships between partners in the supply chain (Revilla and Knoppen, 2015). Finally, the

intention of the organisation to build relationships and trust with suppliers and customers
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further explains the high disclosure rate of reputation and image with the figure of 55% (Figure

4), as found earlier in this chapter.

6.4 The Characteristics that Enhance the Credibility of Forward-looking Information
Disclosure Concerning Suppliers and Customers

In this section, the contents of organisational reports are discussed to further address RQ3
(What characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers?). Summarised themes and issues that emerged from
content analysis drawing on some exemplar quotes extracted from the sample reports are
presented in Table 10. The characteristics of credibility varied depending on the mechanisms
used to enhance the credibility of disclosure and the level of implementation of these
mechanisms. The adoption of credibility-enhancing mechanisms for forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers was influenced by internal factors

and the application of IR. Details are presented in the following sections.
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Table 10: Evidence regarding the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers

organisational development (e.g.
strategy development and improving
corporate governance). The
disclosure of stakeholder
engagement and connectivity of
forward-looking information with
strategies and governance are treated
as commitments to enhance the
credibility of relevant disclosures.

Themes Sub-themes Summary of findings Illustrative Examples
Internal Organisational | Organisations engage with various “We developed a blueprint for stakeholder engagement for the group
factors development | stakeholders for internal and our operating companies... aims to facilitate quality reporting,

assisting strategy development and delivery.” (MTN Group Ltd.)

“Our integrated governance framework allows for coherence between
group strategy implementation and the long-term interests of
stakeholders [...] the board reviewed regular reports from group
internal audit on any weaknesses in controls that were identified,
including controls for the reliability of financial and non-financial
reporting, and considered corrective actions to be implemented by
management...We believe that regular and ongoing engagement with
our key stakeholders is extremely important for improving corporate
governance” (London Stock Exchange Group PLC))

Performance
measurement

Conducting performance
measurement and reporting the
detailed process of performance
measurement and monitoring not
only enables organisations to
identify internal strengths and
weaknesses but also increases the
disclosure credibility to external
stakeholders.

“Risk management process: risk planning, risk identification, risk
analysis, risk response, risk validation and monitoring and risk
reporting...We use various techniques both qualitative and quantitative
risk analysis to identify risks [...] using the connectivity model, we
have been able to embed nonfinancial key performance indicators into
our solutions. (SAP SE )

Our Sustainability Strategy, built on 4 key pillars of Marketplace,
People, Community and Environment... ensures that all ESG matters
are factored in our strategic formulation...a list of ESG issues were
reviewed and prioritised based on our materiality assessment exercise
[...] our initial alignment with the United Nations SDGs also means
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there will be more policies and practices inclined towards these areas.
(Genting Singapore Ltd.)

Internal
control
systems

Internal control systems (e.g. routine
internal audits, integrated business
management, transparency of
reporting process) are adopted to
increase the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure.

The Committee continued to focus on key issues related to the Group’s
financial reporting, such as accounting judgements, internal control
activities, compliance matters and the ongoing quality of related
disclosures [...] We also covered other important areas such as a review
of the Company’s viability and going concern statements [...] The
Board’s attitude to and appetite for risk are communicated to the
Group’s businesses through the strategy planning process. (Compass
Group PLC)

The
influence
of IR on
the
credibility
of forward-
looking
information
disclosure

The usefulness

Guiding principles and content

“the <IR> Framework provides them with ideas of how to identify and

of the <IR> elements set out in the <IR> report materiality issues [...] we adopt a three-pronged approach to
Framework Framework plays an important role | identify as many materiality issues as possible, namely internal
in enhancing the credibility of materiality review, external materiality review and materiality
forward-looking information workshop.” (Anglo American Platinum Ltd.)
disclosure, including the reporting of i . . .
N g -Porting “Our integrated report is prepared in accordance with IR Framework
materiality issues, connectivity of i . .
: : [...] to provide stakeholders with a concise and transparent assessment
information, and stakeholder . i .
relationships of our ability to create sustainable value [...] and focus particularly on
' opportunities and challenges that impact materially on our ability to
deliver values to shareholders and key stakeholders.” (Nedbank Group
Ltd.)
The Organisations present different Long-term value creation for stakeholders:

understanding
of the relevant
concepts in the
<IR>

understandings of the concepts of
“long-term value creation for
stakeholders” and multiple capitals”
in the <IR> Framework.

“The Board is confident that the Group’s governance structure
reinforces its ability to deliver the Group’s strategy of growing value
for shareholders over the long term through the sustained growth.”
(Compagnie Financiere Richemont SA )
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Framework by
organisations

“We describe key components of the Naspers value chain (business
model) that creates and sustains value for all our stakeholders.”
(Naspers Ltd.)

Multiple capitals:

“Our capital allocation plan prioritises organic growth and stabilising
leverage ahead of returning cash to shareholders. We remain confident
in the Group’s ability to deliver long-term value to shareholders” (MTN
Group Ltd.)

“Social investment in our fenceline communities reduces our financial
capital in the short term, but in the longer term enables growth in this
capital stock.” (Naspers Ltd.)
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6.4.1 Internal Factors

Internal factors refer to factors within an organisation that influence the adoption of credibility-
enhancing mechanisms. This theme includes topics of organisational development,
performance measurement, and internal control systems. Details including sub-themes and

examples are discussed below.

6.4.1.1 Organisational Development

The codes related to the sub-theme “internal organisational development” include credibility-
enhancing mechanisms that organisations also used for internal organisational development.
Consistent with Jarratt and Stiles (2010), the content analysis revealed that organisations
engaged with stakeholders in order to know their interests and needs because the information
from stakeholders is useful for internal development. Apart from enhancing the quality and
credibility of corporate reporting, stakeholder engagement was also employed to develop

strategies based on the information gathered from stakeholders. For example:

“We developed a blueprint for stakeholder engagement and reputation
management for the group and our operating companies [...] aims to
facilitate quality reporting, assisting strategy development and delivery.”
(SA 12, Integrated report, p.28)

In line with Greenwood (2007), stakeholder engagement had been recognised beyond as a tool
to discharge accountability to stakeholders by organisations, it was acknowledged as a
mechanism for improving corporate governance. For instance, UK 9 had been actively engaged
with various stakeholders, including suppliers and customers, and claimed that they “believe
that regular and ongoing engagement with key stakeholders is extremely important for

improving corporate governance”.

As mentioned in Section 6.2.2, presenting the connectivity between forward-looking
information and other supporting evidence has been widely used by sample organisations for
credibility enhancement (71% of sample organisations disclose connectivity of information,
Figure 3). It was evident in the sample reports that collaboration and communication among
different functions across an organisation had emerged as an internal function because of
stakeholder pressure and changing social values. This is similar to the view of Kumpulainen
and Pohjola (2008). Organisations conveyed the process of functional developments by
disclosing the linkage between forward-looking information (sustainability information for

example) with governance. For instance:
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“Corporations must fully understand the extent of their impact if they are to
grow sustainable in harmony with society [...] The Fast Retailing Business
Ethics Committee meets regularly to discuss issues related to business
transactions between suppliers and companies of the FR Group. Chaired by
the head of the Sustainability Department, the committee is primarily made
up of full-time auditors, external auditors, legal advisors, and managers from
relevant departments in the company. The committee has been conducting
an annual survey of the FR Group’s major business partners since 2003 [...]
Survey results have led to improvements and been reflected in the guidelines
in order to promote responsible procurement” (J 2, Sustainability report,
pp.13-14)

In conclusion, the above discussions suggest that stakeholder engagement and reporting the
connectivity of information are important characteristics showing the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Organisations engage with
stakeholders for organisational development purposes, and they report relevant issues by
connecting this information with strategies and governance. Thus, in addition to the critical
role of stakeholder engagement in planning and defining the content of reports as discussed in
Section 6.3.1.1, the results confirm the role of stakeholder engagement in strategic
developments for organisations (Bellucci et al., 2019) and extend its role to the enhancement
of the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and

customers.

6.4.1.2 Performance Measurement

The sub-theme “performance measurement” refers to the detailed process of measuring and
monitoring disclosed forward-looking information, including (1) relevant assumptions, (2)
KPIs, and (3) key personnel involved in this process. The thematic analysis of sample reports
indicated that the communication of organisations’ actual commitments to reported forward-
looking information was considered of great importance in relation to the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. The
commitments were communicated in the organisational reports by showing both financial and
non-financial KPIs, progress in achieving KPIs, and plans and strategies when pre-defined
targets were not achieved. For example, as can be seen in Table 10, a common process of risk
disclosures identified in the sample reports included financial and non-financial risk
identification, risk analysis, risk reporting, and risk management (SA 6, UK 12, G 17,J 18, S
19). These organisations assessed and reported the usefulness of risk mitigation plans by
demonstrating the change and the trend of risk elements. In addition to enhancing the credibility

of disclosed risk information, the purpose of this whole process was to assist the development
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and improvement of risk strategy. This finding further confirmed the trends of incorporating
non-financial KPIs into performance measurement and their roles in corporate strategy
(Arvidsson, 2011; Farooq et al., 2021).

A similar reporting process was also applied to the disclosure of sustainability information in
the sample reports. As Balluchi et al. (2021) argued that the more an organisation committed
itself to sustainability issues by obtaining certification from independent bodies, or by signing
commitments recognised by international agendas (e.g. SDGs by United Nations), the more
credible the information provided to its stakeholders. Consistent with this argument, the
contents in the sample reports indicated that organisations disclosed considerable details about
sustainability performance (e.g. KPIs, materiality matters, and strategies) and showed progress
towards SDGs, as shown in Table 10. To ensure an organisation’s commitments to SDGs can
be acknowledged by stakeholders, organisations also compared the sustainability performance
with a set of pre-determined sustainability targets to check whether their sustainability
performance was in line with stakeholders’ interests and expectations. Hence, organisations
reported the process of sustainability performance measurement with an aim to enhance the

credibility of sustainability information as perceived by stakeholders.

By revisiting the coded data regarding performance measurement, the results indicated that in
the processes of the above-mentioned forward-looking information disclosures, organisations
made such disclosures credible by collecting different sources of data to increase reliability,
comparing the results with targets to increase completeness, and connecting the forward-
looking information with governance and strategy. Therefore, disclosing detailed performance
measurements not only enables organisations to identify internal strengths and weaknesses but
also increases the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure to external

stakeholders.

6.4.1.3 Internal Control Systems

The sub-theme “internal control systems” involves codes regarding internal control
mechanisms that can enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers, such as (1) routine internal audits, (2) integrated business
management, and (3) transparency of reporting process. As mentioned in Section 6.2.2, the
internal audit function was seen as an important and distinct governance mechanism to increase
the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers

to external stakeholders as most sample organisations ((76%) reported internal audit processes
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(Figure 5). As Archambeault et al. (2008) argued that internal audit function benefited
organisations in terms of accountability and stakeholder confidence in governance quality,
although there were costs of internal audit. The qualitative analysis of sample reports confirmed
this argument and further identified that the publication of the internal audit report was a
complement to existing governance disclosures. A number of sample organisations across all
sample countries claimed that a solid internal audit function and prompt communication of red
flag issues within an organisation were vital for the long-term viability, regulation compliance,
and reporting credibility (e.g. SA5, UK 4, G 12,J9, S 2). Apart from communicating identified
issues from the board level to the department level, the internal audit report was also used to
inform external stakeholders about the organisation’s commitments to good corporate

governance. For example:

The Committee continued to focus on key issues related to the Group’s
financial reporting, such as accounting judgements, internal control activities,
compliance matters and the ongoing quality of related disclosures... We also
covered other important areas such as a review of the Company’s viability
and going concern statements [...] The Board’s attitude to and appetite for
risk are communicated to the Group’s businesses through the strategy
planning process [...] The Group Risk Management Committee (RMC),
comprising a multi-disciplinary team of key individuals, assists the Audit
Committee with its work... we track our performance against a mix of
financial and non-financial KPIs, which the Board and executive
management consider best reflect our strategic priorities. The Committee has
considered these KPIs and is satisfied that the information that has been
selected by the Board and the executive management will help to convey an
understanding of the culture of the business and the drivers which contribute
to its ongoing success and will be of interest to stakeholders. (UK 4, Audit
Committee Report, pp.56-57)

Sample organisations reported detailed internal audit processes under the audit committee
report section of the annual report/integrated report. The disclosure of these details was
requested by the board and aimed to provide a fair, balanced, and understandable assessment
of the organisation’s prospects. Besides, according to the above quote, the internal audit
function determined whether the current report had provided the information necessary for
stakeholders to assess the organisation’s position and performance, business model, and
strategy. Hence, an internal audit is an important function to ensure the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers and the internal audit report

is @ means to discharge accountability and enhance stakeholder confidence.
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Most sample organisations provided assurance (both internal and external assurance) mainly
on sustainability and risk information, including internal audits on risk control systems, risk
and sustainability reporting processes, relevant KPIs, and external assurance on sustainability
reports (e.g. SA 1, 5,18, UK 4,10, G 12,J 4, S12). This finding indicated that assurance is a
major tool to increase the credibility of risk disclosure and sustainability information disclosure
(see also Hodge and Stewart (2009) and Simnett et al. (2009), for similar findings). Riviére-
Giordano et al. (2018) argued that the level of assurance depended on the maturity of
sustainability/risk reporting. That is, relatively, the practice of sustainability and risk reporting
in all five sample countries is at the maturity stage. Previously mentioned factors, such as
regulation, stakeholder pressure, and legitimacy concern, can explain the well-developed

sustainability and risk reporting practice in these countries.

Sample organisations adopted several internal control systems in relation to reporting process

to ensure the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers. These internal control systems involved a transparent approach to reporting critical
sustainability issues (SA 18), setting reporting boundaries (SA 13), and collaboration between
different functions (SA 3). However, the board and the audit committee only reviewed these
internal control activities for reliable sources of information and lacked rigorous procedures
for the completeness of reporting. It was evident that only 22% of sample organisations
implement mechanisms to ensure the completeness of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers as shown in Figure 5, irrespectively to the reporting
framework (e.g. the <IR> Framework) that emphasises and provides guidance on the
completeness of reporting.

Figure 5 shows that only 38% of sample organisations reported materiality issues and even
fewer of them provide a detailed materiality determination process (16%). Even so, a good
example of the materiality matters determination process and how to communicate materiality
issues in the reports were identified from the content of sample reports. For example, SA 3
took a three-pronged approach to identify as many materiality issues as possible, namely
internal materiality review, external materiality review, and materiality workshop. A number
of key stakeholders were engaged to identify issues that they consider material to the
organisation’s ability to create value over time. Then, a materiality workshop attended by a
multidisciplinary team of internal and external stakeholders was held in order to give them
opportunities to add material issues that were not identified through internal and external

reviews.
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In conclusion, organisations adopt several internal control systems to increase the credibility
of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Among all
types of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers,
organisations specifically focused on increasing the credibility of sustainability disclosure and
risk disclosure which may result in making other types of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers less credible to report users. The content
analysis also reveals that organisations struggle to provide complete and balanced reports in

practice (i.e. include all our material priorities in a balanced way, and without material error).

6.4.2 The Influence of IR on the Credibility of Forward-looking Information Disclosure

IR plays a role in enhancing the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure,
especially forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. This
theme includes topics of the implementation of the IR and the understanding of relevant
concepts in the <IR> Framework by organisations. Details including sub-themes and examples
are discussed below.

6.4.2.1 The Implementation of the IR

The <IR> Framework sets out many guiding principles and content elements regarding the
credibility of disclosures (refer to Chapter 3). As this study was carried out in the context of
IR, it is necessary to analyse the role of IR in increasing the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure. As the IIRC anticipated, the content analysis revealed that the reporting
guidance described in the <IR> Framework helped to increase the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure. For example, SA 14 claimed that its integrated report was
prepared in accordance with the <IR> Framework to “provide stakeholders with a concise and
transparent assessment of our ability to create sustainable value”. To increase the credibility of
reporting, they applied “the principle of materiality in assessing what information should be
included in the integrated report”. Furthermore, SA 14 claimed that they “focus particularly on
opportunities and challenges that impact materially on the ability to deliver values to
sharcholders and key stakeholders”. Moreover, these material matters informed the
organisation’s “long-term strategies, targets and business plans”. In addition, SA 14 applied a
“coordinated assurance model” to assess and assure various aspects of the business operations.
Similarly, SA3 claimed that the <IR> Framework provides them with “ideas of how to identify
and report materiality issues”. Thus, in line with Melloni et al. (2017), this study argues that
IR works as a trigger for organisations to embrace a dynamic process of learning that can lead
to the rethinking of their reporting systems and practice.
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In addition, organisations that voluntarily applied the <IR> Framework to prepare
organisational reports had noticed the potential of IR regarding the enhancement of the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure to stakeholders. For instance, S 8
prepared the annual report in accordance with the <IR> Framework to enhance “reporting
connectivity while providing stakeholders with a more holistic view of how the Company
creates and sustains value”. Another example is G 3 which had been actively engaging with
the IIRC in order to “discuss experiences of integrated reporting with stakeholders” and
“receive inspiration for enhancing reporting”. To increase the credibility of its report, they
“demonstrate the relationships between financial and non-financial performance”, “use
examples to illustrate how sustainability contributes to the long-term success”, and present how

they “create value for customers, employees, shareholders, business partners, neighbours and

the public”.

In conclusion, the content analysis adds evidence to the role of IR in enhancing the credibility
of different types of forward-looking information disclosure, including forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. This finding contradicts Lodhia’s

(2015) argument that IR had limited practicality to enhance the quality of reporting.

6.4.2.2 The Understanding of the Relevant Concepts in the <IR> Framework by Organisations
By revisiting the coded data, the sample reports reflected different understandings of concepts
in the <IR> Framework. De Villiers et al. (2014) argued that the fast development of IR policy
and the early stage of practice presented theoretical and empirical challenges due to the
different ways in which IR was understood and enacted within organisations. The content
analysis indicated a similar finding and further identified some specific concepts that were
interpreted differently by sample organisations in the reports, namely “long-term value creation
for stakeholders” and “multiple capitals”. As presented in Table 10, SA 7 emphasised the
importance of “long-term value creation for shareholders” only and may ignore the legitimate
needs of other stakeholders. While others, such as SA 13, described that “key components of

the value chain” should serve to “create and sustain value for all stakeholders”.

As for the understanding of the concept of “multiple capitals”, although IR is focusing on
creating value by using multiple capitals over time (IIRC, 2021), it was surprising to notice
that very few organisations paid attention to the connectivity between forward-looking
information and multiple capitals (24%, refer to Figure 5). From a qualitative analysis of

sample reports, organisations that presented this linkage show different understandings of
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multiple capitals concept and different ways of disclosing. For instance, SA 11 linked prospects
with capitals in the report by stating that “our capital allocation plan prioritises stabilising
leverage ahead of returning cash to shareholders. We remain confident in the Group’s ability
to deliver long-term value to shareholders”. The particular focus on financial capital implied a
limited or incomplete knowledge of the “multiple capitals” concept. While SA 13 described
their capital allocation plan with the trade-offs between capitals, stating that “social investment
in our fenceline communities reduces our financial capital in the short term, but in the longer

term enables growth in this capital stock”.

In conclusion, although IR is argued to be able to reduce costs for stakeholders in complex
operating and information environments by providing more information about value creation
(Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2013; Lee and Yeo, 2016), the sample reports showed different
understandings regarding the concepts of “long-term value creation for stakeholders” and
“multiple capitals” as set out in the <IR> Framework. Therefore, the <IR> Framework needs
to improve the clarity of some concepts and provide clearer guidance on how to present

information in the report.

6.5 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has considered the current state of the application of the approach to including
suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure, the role of
suppliers and customers in forward-looking information disclosure, and the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. The results and
findings are based on the content analysis of sample reports using both quantitative and

qualitative data.

To address RQ1, content analysis based on quantitative data reveals that organisations consider
the interests of suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure
decisions. However, the forward-looking information categories and items requested by

suppliers and customers are reported at various levels.

To address RQ2, content analysis applying qualitative data indicates that suppliers and
customers have an influence on an organisation’s decision on forward-looking information
disclosure. The dependency on suppliers and customers for resources motivates organisations
to discharge accountability and gain legitimacy by satisfying these stakeholders’ information
demands. In addition, suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s long-term strategic

decisions. In turn, organisations use forward-looking information disclosure for the stability of
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the supply chain by signalling positive prospects and reputation and showing willingness to

build long-term relationships with supply chain parties.

To address RQ3, content analysis shows that assurance is the most used mechanism to enhance
the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers
while there is a lack of rigorous materiality determination and reporting process. The adoption
of IR is useful for enhancing disclosure credibility, especially for the application of the concept
of materiality. However, the concepts of “value creation for stakeholders” and “multiple
capitals” set out in the <IR> Framework should be clarified to guide organisations to prepare
more credible integrated reports. Organisations consider the uniqueness of their business
development, performance measurement, and internal control systems to decide which
mechanisms to adopt to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure

concerning suppliers and customers.

To fully address RQs, the analysis of interview data in response to each RQ is presented in the

next chapter.

162



CHAPTER SEVEN: INTERVIEW FINDINGS

7.1 Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to present the findings based on interview data concerning RQ1:
How well does forward-looking information disclosed by organisations address suppliers’ and
customers’ information needs in the context of IR?, RQ2: How do suppliers and customers
engage with forward-looking information disclosure in the context of IR?, and RQ3: What
characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning

suppliers and customers?.

A short summary of the findings of content analysis is presented firstly for refreshing readers.
In response to RQL1, the content analysis (refer to Section 6.2.1) revealed that suppliers and
customers influence an organisation’s decision on forward-looking information disclosure.
However, forward-looking information categories and items concerning suppliers and

customers are disclosed at different levels.

Regarding RQ2, the findings of content analysis (refer to Section 6.3) indicated that suppliers
and customers are powerful stakeholders and organisations depend on them for resources; thus,
organisations disclose forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers to
discharge stakeholder accountability and gain legitimacy. Another finding is that suppliers and
customers influence an organisation’s long-term strategic decisions and relevant disclosures,
including risk management, product development, and sustainable supply chain management.
In turn, organisations used forward-looking information disclosure to influence the perceptions
of suppliers and customers regarding an organisation’s prospects and reputation. Organisations
can then build long-term relationships with suppliers and customers and avoid the disruption

of the supply chains when these stakeholders perceive a good reputation of the organisation.

Concerning RQ3, the content analysis (refer to Section 6.2.2 and Section 6.4) revealed that
assurance is the most used mechanism to enhance the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. The mechanisms adopted to
enhance this disclosure practice are related to organisational development, performance

measurement, and internal control systems of the individual organisation.

The interview data provide additional evidence from the viewpoints of report preparers and
other stakeholders. Besides, the analysis of interviews enables a full investigation of RQs by

engaging with report preparers. In this chapter, Section 7.2 presents the factors that preparers
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would consider in deciding whether to adopt the approach to including suppliers and customers
when making forward-looking information disclosure. Section 7.3 reports on the analysis
regarding how suppliers and customers engage in forward-looking information disclosure.
Section 7.4 shows details regarding the findings of characteristics that enhance the credibility
of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers in each phase.

Finally, Section 7.5 presents the summary of this chapter.

7.2 The Consistency Between Suppliers’ and Customers’ Needs and Forward-looking
Information Disclosure

As a supplement to content analysis, the interview data provide further insight into RQ1. This
section discusses interviewees’ perspectives on forward-looking information and the use of the
approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information
disclosure by interviewed organisations. By considering the relevant literature (Chapter 2 and
Chapter 3), theoretical framework (Chapter 4), conceptual framework (Figure 1), and findings
of content analysis (Chapter 6), three central themes including sub-themes arising from the
interview data were identified and illustrated in Table 11 with a summary of key findings.

Details regarding each theme are presented in the following sections.
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Table 11: Factors that influence the approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure

Themes derived from the
literature, theories, and
content analysis

Sub-themes arising
from the interview
data

Summary of key findings from interviews

1. Reporting process

a. board involvement

e The level of board involvement in the reporting process is correlated to the extent that
suppliers’ and customers’ interests are incorporated into strategic decisions and forward-
looking information disclosure.

e Greater level of board involvement encourages the consideration of the role of suppliers
and customers in long-term value creation.

e Lack of board involvement results in board sign-off, which is used as a symbolic action to
show accountability.

b. collaboration

e Collaboration between departments in the reporting process encourages organisations to
integrate the interests of suppliers and customers into forward-looking information
disclosure.

e IR facilitates reporting practice to incorporate more meaningful discussions of value-
relevant information and to become more stakeholders-inclusive than before.

c. stakeholder
inclusiveness

e The management’s awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness encourages an organisation to
discharge stakeholder accountability at the department level and to consider the interests of
suppliers and customers when making reporting decisions.

e Lack of awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness results in organisations’ failure of
discharging accountability to suppliers and customers in the organisational reports. This
also leads to some organisations copying peer organisations’ forward-looking information
disclosures.

2. Engagement with
suppliers and customers

a. low level of

e Some organisations only have discussions about product quality, delivery, and business

engagement contract with suppliers and customers. This reflects a low level of engagement.
e Low level of engagement results in organisations’ failure of recognising a wider range of
forward-looking issues concerning suppliers and customers.
b. high level of e Ata high level of stakeholder engagement, some organisations discharge accountability to
engagement suppliers and customers by discussing and disclosing additional topics (e.g. sustainability,

risk management, and market trends).
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3. External factors

a. regulation

There are mixed views about the usefulness of regulation on reporting compliance, but it is
agreed that the purpose of regulation is to increase accountability rather than promoting a
“box-ticking” mentality.

Some organisations are concerned about the issue of directors’ liabilities and the breach of
relevant regulations when determining the content of forward-looking information
disclosure.

b. framework

All interviewed organisations acknowledge their accountability to suppliers and customers;
however, it is challenging to develop an effective means of reporting to suppliers and
customers.

The desired framework for forward-looking information disclosure should leave flexibility
to reporters, but certain rules should be established for guiding organisations to determine
the content of the disclosure.
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7.2.1 Reporting Process

Revisiting the interview data regarding the central theme of the “reporting process”, it appears
that the reporting process influences the contents of forward-looking information disclosure
and the approach adopted by organisations to relevant disclosures. Three sub-themes are
identified to explain factors that would influence organisations’ decisions on the level of
incorporating  suppliers’ and customers’ interests in the forward-looking information
disclosure, namely board involvement, collaboration within the organisation, and stakeholder

inclusiveness. Details are presented as follows.

7.2.1.1 Board Involvement

Interview data regarding this sub-theme revealed that board involvement was a critical part of
the reporting process as the board influences reporting strategy and signs off the reports, which
is in line with Abad and Bravo (2018). Different levels of board involvement in the forward-
looking information disclosure process were identified during the interviews with people
working in organisations. On the one hand, the greater level of board involvement was where
the board held accountability for forward-looking issue identifications and relevant strategy
development. The greater level of board involvement was confirmed by interviewees (e.g. Org
1 and 3) to be a critical corporate governance mechanism for strategy development and
implementation concerning stakeholder inclusiveness. It also encouraged organisations to
integrate an approach to including suppliers and customers into reporting with mainstream
accounting and accountability which less focus on suppliers and customers. For example, a

Head of Sustainability stated:

“The board holds accountability to ensure our sustainability strategies, of
course, sustainable supply chain is part of it, are really built in... together
with our governance structure fully allow us to pay attention to the interests
of various stakeholders [including suppliers and customers] and achieve a
really good disclosure [forward-looking information disclosure] [emphasis
added]” (Org 1)

Similarly, in response to the question about the reporting process of forward-looking
information disclosure, a Sustainability and Stakeholder Relationship Manager stated:

“We hold meetings with... departments, accounting, supply chain, etc., to

report issues identified in each department to the board and to make sure

these issues have been included in the reports before signing off the final
report.” (Org 3)

When further probing specific issues in relation to suppliers and customers raised in the

meeting with the board, Org 3 stated:
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“Stakeholder relationship management, of course, includes suppliers and
customers, is a core part of our business...we [stakeholder relations
department and supply chain department] engage with them through various
channels...we have internal reports across departments [stakeholder relation,
sustainability, supply chain and accounting] talking about issues like
sustainability, customer satisfaction, trading terms with suppliers and
reporting, etc...it’s important we review the information with different areas
before having the meeting with the board and the board prove the strategies
and sign off the reports. [emphasis added]” (Org 3)

The above quotes indicate that the greater level of board involvement not only ensured the
quality of forward-looking information disclosure but also encouraged the incorporation of
stakeholder interests into strategic decisions. The board involvement promoted the approach to
including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure can
be explained by the stewardship theory. Stewardship theory states that the motivation of
stewardship by management is aligned with the objectives of principals whilst satisfying other
stakeholders’ interests (Davis et al., 1997; Muth and Donaldson, 1998). In this study, the
finding that organisations with greater board involvement incorporated suppliers’ and
customers’ interests into forward-looking information disclosure decisions supports the
argument of Dumay et al. (2019) that organisations use forward-looking information disclosure

to discharge their stewardship.

On the other hand, less board involvement in the reporting process was also found in some
interviewed organisations. The reason for less involvement identified during interviews was
that board members have limited knowledge about forward-looking information disclosure;
therefore, they only signed off relevant reports, deemed as one of their obligations, without
actually involving in the reporting process. A Head of Corporate Risk and Sustainability
confirmed this situation and claimed that the board only participated in the final stage of
reporting:

“Basically, | explained everything to them [the board], sustainability,

materiality and reporting standards, like GRI standards... we usually don’t

need any further corrections [of the relevant reports] ... then the board signs
off the final report. [emphasis added]” (Org 12)

The less board involvement was further confirmed in this organisation as the interviewee then
stated that “usually the board does not have comments or questions” about the forward-looking
information disclosure to be signed off as the board is “not familiar with data collection, how

the materiality is determined, etc.”.
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To conclude, board involvement in an organisation’s forward-looking information disclosure
process influences the level of addressing suppliers’ and customers’ needs in strategic decisions
and reporting. However, the extent of such influence depends on the level of board involvement.
Greater level of board involvement encourages the consideration of the importance of suppliers
and customers to long-term value creation. On the contrary, less board involvement is seen
when the board members have limited knowledge about reporting and relevant standards, only

using sign-off as a symbolic action to show accountability and stewardship.

7.2.1.2 Collaboration Within an Organisation

Several interviewees (Org 1, 8, 11, and 12) stated that the ongoing communication within
organisations widened reporting people’s perspectives on forward-looking information
disclosure. Reporting people would have a better understanding of suppliers’ and customers’
information demands when people from the supply chain department and stakeholder relations
department were involved in the reporting process. Therefore, this collaboration is useful in
enhancing the level of addressing suppliers’ and customers’ needs in the forward-looking

information disclosure. For example, a Head of Sustainability stated:

“The key is to get people involved, from the management to departments,
because we need information and support to get the information...we also
review the information with different areas... | learn a lot about different
areas, because I’'m not an expert, for example in responsible supply chains.
These people provide me with a lot of information that what’s happening in
the market, what are suppliers and customers asking regarding sustainability
in the supply chain, etc.” (Org 1)

Internal collaboration across the organisation is argued to be an outstanding structural change
due to the adoption of IR (Higgins et al., 2019). Supporting this argument, interviewees claimed
that through collaboration with other departments in the reporting process, suppliers and
customers were recognised to be more important in long-term value creation. For instance, one
interviewee stated that “IR brings new concepts about how we can, or we should prepare the
report”. During the preparation process, they “acknowledge that supply chain is a big part of
long-term strategies, policies, and governance” and “the management level has now seen the

importance of social capital and long-term value creation” (Org 12).

Based on the above discussions, it appears that there was a collaboration among organisational
staff on forward-looking information disclosure and regular discussion on forward-looking
issues. This finding contradicts some earlier studies (e.g. Gray and Collison, 2002; Lamberton,

2005; MacKenzie, 2009; Jones, 2010) that claimed the absence of such communication. IR
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could be the reason that contributed to this change of reporting processand made isolated units
collaborate/communicate more within an organisation regarding corporate reporting (see also
Blacksun, 2012). In line with this view, Org 11 stated that “get silos to engage is what we’ve
learnt from integrated reporting”. Interviewees also observed a ‘“supporting environment”
within the organisation after adopting IR to be sure of “putting supply chain-related issues into
the long-term business development process” (Org 8) and to “properly report relevant issues”
(Org 11). That is, in accordance with Higgins et al. (2019), IR enables reporting practice
changes, creating more meaningful discussions of value-relevant information and becoming

more stakeholder-inclusive.

7.2.1.3 Stakeholder Inclusiveness
The interview data revealed that the level of awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness varied in
the interviewed organisations. This awareness was related to the level of consistency between

suppliers’ and customers’ needs and forward-looking information disclosed by organisations.

Based on the analysis of interview data, the management with mindsets of stakeholder
inclusiveness encouraged the organisation to discharge stakeholder accountability at the
department level. In this regard, the supplier and customer inclusiveness was reflected in their
organisational reports. Prior research had found that good leadership is critical for firm
performance and can balance different stakeholder claims which involved changing the culture
(Hahn et al., 2014; Eisenbeiss et al., 2015). Consistent with this view, Org 11, a General
Manager, perceived that stakeholder inclusiveness played a strategic role in the long-term value

creation:

“Strategic stakeholder relationship management has to be all-inclusive...and
it needs to be integrated into business culture...for us, we use a top-down
approach...from the top management to the frontline employee...because it
is highly relevant to business going concern and value creation... it’s [IR]
bringing people together, talking about team objectives, then down to an
individual’s objectives...offers a way to present our commitments [to
stakeholder inclusiveness]...customer care and supplier development
program. [emphasis added]” (Org 11)

Org 6 shared the same opinion, stating that “conversations with suppliers and customers should
not be an odd part to any business, it should be very much built into the business processes and
stakeholder engagement strategy”. The interviewee specified suppliers and customers were the

target audiences of their forward-looking information disclosure:
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“We can never be sure any one stakeholder is more important than the other
because it is a changing world...the robustness of the supply chain is
important, and we need to know what our partners are expecting...they
expect sustainable business, so we talk about carbon, modern slavery and
responsible sourcing, etc... there should be enough information in there for
them to start to understand what we are doing now and how we are doing it
in the future.” (Org 6)

However, Org 6 considered that “the stakeholder inclusiveness had long been a business culture”
rather than a sudden change after adopting IR. The interviewee then acknowledged the role of
IR in reporting in practice by commenting that “the IR framework guides us on how to present

our commitments to stakeholders™.

In addition, the process of preparing an integrated report led organisations to realise that they
“should report against strategic planning ... and the ongoing engagement with suppliers and
customers is part of it [strategic plan]” (Org 12). This is the desired outcome of IR and
integrated thinking (IIRC, 2021). From Org 12’s perspective, the stakeholder inclusiveness
mindset had also been extended to the forward-looking information disclosure as the
interviewee believed that “if you’re reporting on forward-looking issues and you’re concerning

your suppliers and customers, then you should actively manage it through the entire business”.

The above evidence indicates that the thinking towards stakeholder inclusiveness shapes
strategic planning (i.e. strategic stakeholder management) and encourages the incorporation of
suppliers’ and customers’ interests into forward-looking information disclosure. This finding
is consistent with Al-Htaybat and von Alberti-Alhtaybat (2018) that stakeholder inclusiveness
stimulated the incorporation of more information that stakeholders demand in a concise report

and extends this line of research to specific stakeholder groups (i.e. suppliers and customers).

On the contrary, the lack of awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness was also identified in some
interviewed organisations, which negatively influenced the adoption of the stakeholder-
inclusive approach to reporting. This was uncovered in the situation that no change of mindsets
towards stakeholder inclusiveness at both management level and department level in the
reporting process. For example, in response to the question of whether the interests of suppliers
and customers would be considered when making forward-looking information disclosure, one

Vice President stated:

“No comments [from different departments] regarding the role of suppliers
and customers in this process [forward-looking information disclosure] have
been received...The current [reporting] practice was developed internally
and driven by the business context, but we also have to be aware of
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stakeholders... we consider the views of our suppliers and customers, but
there wouldn’t be a radical redesign of existing reporting. [emphasis added]”
(Org 10)

Similarly, Org 13 pointed out that “suppliers and customers is not a necessary part in the report,
although we report, for example, relationships, supply chains, etc., according to the IR
Framework”. These responses implied that an integrated report was merely considered as an
outcome or a product, which further highlighted the lack of thinking towards stakeholder
inclusiveness as the <IR> Framework aimed to provide meaningful information to various
stakeholders (IIRC, 2021). Hence, when adopting IR, organisations face the challenge of
articulating the value creation process with the needs and expectations of different stakeholders.

The lack of thinking towards stakeholder inclusiveness was reflected in the interpretation of
the period and content of forward-looking information disclosure. For example, when talking
about forward-looking information, one interviewee (Org 8) referred to uncertainties and
opportunities in the next 2-3 years in which short-term investors are interested; thus, potentially
ignoring reporting to long-term investors and other stakeholders. Another interviewee (Org 13)
described forward-looking information disclosure as detailed performance forecasting; thus,
overlooking non-financial information concerning various stakeholders’ interests that could
significantly affect long-term value creation. The limited interpretation of forward-looking
information in terms of period and content inevitably constrained their thinking when making
forward-looking information disclosure. Furthermore, some organisations that lack awareness
of stakeholder inclusiveness may fail to address the criticisms that current reporting approaches
are mainly investor-focused rather than stakeholder-inclusive, an issue highlighted by Flower
(2015).

The lack of stakeholder inclusiveness mindsets may lead to the reporting behaviour of coping
peer organisations’ reports. According to the interviews, report preparers had pressure to get
the reports published in time as few interviewees (e.g. Org 1,4, and 10) mentioned a “huge
workload with a tight schedule”. These interviewees stated that the best practice reporting
within a sector/industry was a “benchmark”, and the format and contents would be “used for
reference”, especially when first reporting against IR. After adopting IR for several years and
“learning from each other”, Org 10 claimed that “I think by now, most companies in our sector
know what is required [to report in relation to forward-looking information]”. In line with
Robertson and Samy (2015), the responses of interviewees indicated that the best practice

reporting or a reporting practice made by the industry leader was widely adopted. Robertson
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and Samy (2015) referred to this reporting behaviour as mimetic isomorphism, which is the
uniformity of practices and behaviours motivated by a perceived obligation to correspond to a
wider industry or country norm. To this extent, organisations were unlikely to adopt the
approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information
disclosure if this approach was not adopted by the industry leader. Under a legitimacy theory
perspective (Section 4.2.2), organisations follow the routines and reporting patterns of the
industry leader, to reduce uncertainty and gain legitimacy from the external environment.
Therefore, organisations that lack awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness fail to recognise the
wider critical role of various stakeholders (including suppliers and customers) and forward-

looking information disclosure is seen as a legitimate tool.

To conclude, the awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness enhances the consistency between
suppliers’ and customers’ needs and the level of forward-looking information disclosure. In
contrast, the lack of stakeholder inclusiveness mindsets makes organisations fail to recognise

the wider critical role of suppliers and customers in the long-term value creation and reporting.

7.2.2 Engagement with Suppliers and Customers

Revisiting the interview data regarding the theme “engagement with suppliers and customers”,
different topics discussed between organisations and their suppliers and customers are
identified reflecting various levels of engagement. Details regarding topics discussed when
engaging with suppliers and customers are analysed under two sub-themes as follows, namely
low level of engagement and high level of engagement.

7.2.2.1 Low level of engagement

From the analysis of interview data, focusing on discussions about common topics (e.g. product
quality, delivery, and business contract) with suppliers and customers was an indicator of low
engagement level with these stakeholders. For example, a Procurement Director described a
number of different subjects that they discussed with their supply chain parties, such as
“capability to fulfil orders on time, performance around delivery and quality, etc” (Org 8). The
interviewee referred to these subjects as “normal discussion” when engaging with supply chain
parties. Other interviewees (Org 1, 6, and 8) agreed that “normal discussion” is necessary when
engaging with suppliers and customers “in order to reduce uncertainties around transactions
with them”. The uncertainties existed as each transaction party (either supplier or customer)
had “concerns about whether the quality of products meets our requirements” (Org 1) and

“whether the delivery from supplier fits our production schedule” (Org 8). When further
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probing whether forward-looking information was discussed with supply chain parties, Org 8
then identified several longer-term topics but showed limited knowledge about the periods and

types of forward-looking information:

“We do engage with some of our key supply chain partners about certain
future trends... what are the opportunities for mutual growth over the next
two-three years... we will also try and share a discussion around
sustainability...no other kinds of forward-looking information at the
moment... I think we are very much in the early stages of sharing discussions
about future information.” (Org 8)

Some organisations were more concerned about the ability of supply chain parties to meet the
trading requirements in the future rather than other types of forward-looking issues. The
exclusive focus on trading terms discussion with supply chain parties resonated with the
principle of transaction cost theory (Section 4.3.1.2) that opportunism is the main concern of
supply chain parties when making transactions under information asymmetry (Coase, 1937;
Williamson, 1979). This concern will be exaggerated when the transaction involves contingent
claims under uncertainties (Williamson, 1979), such as future production capability, product

quality, and delivery.

7.2.2.2 High Level of Engagement

The trend of incorporating more topics into communication with suppliers and customers was
also identified during the interviews. Interviewees (Org 1, 3, 4, 7, 11, and 13) mentioned
additional topics to discuss when engaging with suppliers and customers, including
sustainability, risk management, market trends, etc. This result reflects one finding of content
analysis. As presented in Section 6.3.2, organisations disclosed many supplier- and customer-
related sustainability issues, risk information, and objectives of product development in the
organisational reports. These sorts of information are gathered through engagements with

suppliers and customers.

The priority given to these additional topics reflected a higher level of engagement with
suppliers and customers. Comments from many interviewees indicated that the awareness of
the role of “social capital” (Org 7) in long-term value creation encourages this high level of

engagement. For example:

“Sustainability is something big for both us and our suppliers and customers,
and we are responsible for sharing our sustainability performance and
measurement with them... we all agree that the good relationships between
us, what is referred to as “social capital”, create mutual benefits perhaps not
immediately but, in the future.” (Org 7)
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“It’s [communicating various risks] part of our due diligence with customers
and suppliers... I believe we did benefit from it [communicate risks with
suppliers and customers]. [emphasis added]” (Org 4)

“Value, especially long-term value, is now regarded as being created by
multiple capitals, including social capital, whereas previously only financial
capital was considered...through the engagement with our supply chain
partners, we also gained a deeper understanding of the importance of future
information and issues, such as sustainability.” (Org 1)

The above quotes add evidence to the view of Stoney and Winstanley (2001) that economic
benefits motivate organisations to discharge accountability to stakeholders. To conclude, a
higher level of engagement with suppliers and customers facilitates the organisation’s
understanding of forward-looking information and creates mutual value for both organisations

and their suppliers and customers.

7.2.3 External Factors

The interview data reveal that regulation and frameworks of forward-looking information
disclosure influence the approaches adopted by organisations to make relevant disclosures. The
adoption of the reporting approach influences the consistency between suppliers’ and
customers’ needs and the level of forward-looking information disclosure. Details of sub-

themes “regulation” and “framework” are discussed as follows.

7.2.3.1 Regulation

Interviewees held different opinions about how to promote the approach to including suppliers
and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure. On the one hand, one
interviewee from an accounting firm supported mandatory reporting because “it is a way to
improve companies’ reporting with a greater focus around value creation and stakeholders,
suppliers and customers in this case”; otherwise, “reporting to suppliers and customers won’t
happen any time soon” (AF 1). Another interviewee (Org 10), who works in an organisation,
confirmed AF 1’s concern because the interviewee had not paid attention to disclosing supplier-
and customer-related forward-looking information in their integrated report. The interviewee
then expressed an opinion that such a disclosure practice would not be widely adopted unless
it is regulated. Org 10’s lacking awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness could be a reason for
not considering suppliers and customers when making reporting decisions, as analysed in
Section 7.2.1.3. The views of Org 10 can still provide some support for Setia et al.’s (2015)
argument that regulation is necessary to enhance the adoption of newly introduced reporting

approaches.
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On the other hand, other interviewees (AB 1 and Org 9) were against mandatory reporting.
Both argued that mandatory disclosure would promote forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers but could result in a “box-ticking” mentality. AB 1 stated
that “if forward-looking information is a requirement, companies will do it, but in the most
risk-averse way and in the most compliance tick-box way... companies will report forward-
looking information due to peer pressure and compliance-driven rather than actually
understand why it is important”. This view echoes Overland’s (2007) concerns regarding the
usefulness of regulation on reporting compliance. Although interviewees held various views in
this regard, there was an agreement that the purpose of regulation should be to increase
accountability rather than promoting box-ticking. Hence, the opinions of interviewees
indicated that mandatory IR may not be the best way to encourage more types of forward-
looking information disclosure and wider stakeholder inclusiveness, as the <IR> Framework
(IIRC, 2013; 2021) intended to. This finding contradicts Flower’s (2015) argument that lack of

force was the main obstacle to IR.

Findings of content analysis indicated that South African organisations did not report more
forward-looking information and information relevant to suppliers and customers than other
sample countries (refer to Section 6.2.3). It indicated that it is unlikely and impractical to
mandate all kinds of forward-looking information disclosure, even in South Africa where IR
(which promotes a future-oriented mindset to reporting) is mandated. In response to this
situation, a South African interviewee argued that “the IR Framework is a guidance, and we
choose the best way to tell our own story” (Org 10). In addition, Org 11 responded that when
deciding the content of forward-looking information disclosure in the integrated report, they
usually prioritised shareholders’ information needs among all stakeholders. These arguments
implied that information relevant to suppliers and customers in the forward-looking
information disclosure was not seen as a necessary part of IR. This contrasts with stakeholder
theory and legitimacy theory (refer to Section 4.2.1 and Section 4.2.2) since suppliers and
customers might not be recognised as main stakeholders by these organisations. In this regard,
another South African interviewee explained that the less forward-looking information
disclosure relevant to suppliers and customers was because of “the consideration of survival in
the competition” (Org 13). That is, organisations may be reluctant to disclose certain future

information relevant to their competitive advantages.

Several interviewees (Org 5, 6, 9, and SS 2) raised varying levels of concern about directors’

liabilities and breach of relevant regulations when determining the content of forward-looking
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information disclosure, issues highlighted by Simnett and Huggins (2015). In this study, a
Standard-setter (SS 2), who had been working with companies to help them with corporate

reporting practices for many years, identified that:

“Legal concern in the UK is one factor that impedes organisations start
reporting forward-looking information, because as directors, they are legally
accountable for promising something that might happen in the future,
especially involving ESG issues under the Companies Act [2006], the
Bribery Act [2010], the Modern Slavery Act [2015], etc. | think this concern
extends to reporting to suppliers and customers.” (SS 2)

This argument was confirmed by Org 9. The interviewee noticed that when they have routine
meetings regarding annual reports within the organisation, the legal team always suggested to
“be careful what to say about future performance, forecasts, as well as outlook™ and perhaps
“reporting less necessary forward-looking information”. Consistent with Adams (2017a), the
responses of interviewees implied that the director’s liability concern may discourage

organisations from disclosing certain types of forward-looking information.

However, some interviewees criticised the role of legal function within an organisation. Org 8,
a procurement director, saw “legal function’s role is one of the supportive functions only”. The
interviewee expressed the belief that “there needs to be a more collaborative approach to
determine the right level of forecasts, targets, and KPIs, etc.... making sure these are achievable,
rather than avoiding saying it [forward-looking information concerning suppliers and
customers] in the reports”. This response implied that the obstacle to forward-looking
information disclosure is the lack of a rigorous approach to determining the materiality of
forward-looking information. However, when further probing issues and opinions on
materiality, the interviewee showed a limited understanding of the concept of materiality.
Hence, in line with Adams et al. (2021), it is pivotal to educate/remind different functions
within an organisation applying the materiality concept to rethink their performance in a
broader sense of value creation as well as reporting materiality matters to a wider range of

stakeholders (refer to Section 7.4.1.2 for a detailed analysis of materiality).

7.2.3.2 Framework

Several interviewees (Org 1, 10, and 11) claimed that they acknowledged their accountability
to suppliers and customers, not just shareholders. Yet, a Consultant of Sustainability claimed
that some organisations “have not figured out a way to address other stakeholders’ concerns
and do it sincerely” (AF 1). This argument highlighted the need for moving from accounting-

based accountability to accountability-based accounting. Dillard and Vinnari (2019) suggested
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that this shift might promote stakeholder inclusive approach to reporting. A Head of
Sustainability described their current situation regarding disclosing forward-looking

information to supply chain parties as:

“We prepared this information because we need to have responses to
customers... we are very worried about how we do business and tell them in
a way that makes them believe we are responsible business...as for suppliers,
we both demand sustainable supply chain...this whole process involves a lot
of pieces of information, and it is hard to create a report that can answer
everyone’s question.” (Org 1)

The above quote indicates that organisations were aware of reporting for suppliers and
customers, the challenge is to develop an effective means of reporting to suppliers and
customers, which is in line with Roslender and Nielsen (2020). Org 1 placed responsibility on
standard-setting bodies for the development of reporting to suppliers and customers, stating
that “the current frameworks do not have guidance on reporting to suppliers and customers...a
more detailed guidance, specific to what aspect to report and how to report, is necessary for
this practice to be adopted”. Org 7 expressed a similar opinion that “forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers is a challenging process because
there is no sort of a set framework for judging customers or suppliers, for example, on ESG
issues”. That is, a rule-based framework should be established before the approach to including
suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure can be widely

adopted.

However, other interviewees were critical of rule-based frameworks that “reporting framework
doesn’t necessarily prescribe how you have to report because every business is unique” (Org
10) and “finding a way to telling own story is the beauty of principle-based framework™ (SS
1). This argument is consistent with Siew (2015) that rule-based frameworks made
organisations ignore business uniqueness and further improvements. Hence, the desired
framework for forward-looking information disclosure should leave flexibility to reporters, but
certain rules should be established for guiding organisations to determine the content of the

disclosure.

7.3. The Engagement of Suppliers and Customers with Forward-looking Information
Disclosure

This section aims to provide supportive evidence for the findings of content analysis and to
identify new insights into how supplies and customers engage with forward-looking

information disclosure. To address RQ?2, interviewees’ responses to the interview questions
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about motivations, benefits, and approaches to forward-looking information disclosure are
discussed. Based on the conceptual framework (Figure 1), theoretical framework (Chapter 4),
relevant literature (Chapter 2), and findings of content analysis (Chapter 6), three central
themes including sub-themes arising from the interview data are identified and illustrated in
Table 12 with a summary of key findings. Details regarding each theme are presented in the

following sections.
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Table 12: The engagement of suppliers and customers with forward-looking information disclosure

Themes derived from the
literature, theories, and

findings of content analysis

Sub-themes
arising from the

interview data

Summary of key findings from interviews

1. Business development

a. business
model and
product

innovation

¢ Innovation in business model and/or in products and processes are fulfilled with
consistent communication with suppliers and customers.
e forward-looking information disclosure is an alternative channel for organisations to

communicate business development to suppliers and customers.

b. sustainability

o Different levels of awareness of sustainability issues related to suppliers and
customers across organisations were identified.

e The supply chain is considered essential to achieving SDGs.

e Making more originations attach importance to sustainable supply chains and

relevant disclosures requires a change of mindsets towards sustainability.

c. disclosure of

uncertainties

e Collaborating and engaging with suppliers and customers is a strategy to deal with
uncertainties caused by dynamic technology and market trends.
e The motivation to disclose uncertainties related to the supply chain is to raise

stakeholder confidence under uncertainties.

d. reputation and

image

e The stakeholder inclusive approach to reporting enhances ESG reputation and image.
e Some organisations disclose forward-looking information concerning suppliers and

customers to influence stakeholders’ perceptions of reputation and trust.
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2. Satisfying stakeholder
expectations

a. suppliers and

customers

Disclosing forward-looking information is an efficient way to manage supplier and
customer relationships and to discharge accountability to them by responding to their

expectations.

b. investors and

analysts

Investors and analysts believe that forward-looking information and supply chain-
related disclosures are value relevant.
Investors and analysts show low interest and understanding of suppliers’ and

customers’ influence on forward-looking information disclosure.

C. governments

and regulators

Regulations and government interventions in ESG issues encourage organisations to

disclose forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers.

3. Cost management

a. risk Organisations consider risk disclosure a benefit rather than a compliance burden.

management Making forward-looking information disclosure is a means to manage supply chain
risk and, therefore, reduce business costs (e.g. cost to acquire social and relationship
capital, insurance cost, inventory management cost and negotiation cost).

b. cost of Although voluntary reporting of forward-looking information and information

reporting relevant to suppliers and customers are costly to organisations, they have recognised

longer-term benefits which balance reporting costs.
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7.3.1 Business Development

Revisiting the interview data under the theme “business development”, it appears that suppliers
and customers have specific influences on disclosures of certain types of forward-looking
information. These types of forward-looking information are summarised into four sub-themes
for presenting the findings, namely business model and product innovation, sustainability,

disclosures of uncertainties, and reputation and image.

7.3.1.1 Business Model and Product Innovation

Comments from interviewees regarding this sub-theme confirmed a finding of content analysis
that engaging with suppliers and customers offered new concepts for business innovation, and
the engagement process and business developments were reflected in organisational reports

(Section 6.3.2.2). For example, a General Manager stated that:

“With a small number of suppliers, we are having detailed interactions and
looking for opportunities to collaborate and partner...we have this
partnership type discussion where we look for innovation...and it’s the same
for some customers because we are now their suppliers, and we will also be
a customer... we show how we engage with them, where we are aiming at in
the report as we are a responsible business.” (Org 11)

Similar thoughts were expressed as “engaging with supply chain partners is a process of
knowledge sharing, gathering and creation” and it helped “product innovation to be more
suitable for the markets” (Org 7). In addition, Org 4 claimed that supplier and customer
engagement was useful for business innovation, “even business model innovation if it is
necessary to innovate to be responsible for our stakeholders”. The responses reaffirmed the
views of Revilla and Knoppen (2015) and Herrera (2016) that business innovation can be
achieved by continuously engaging with strategic supply chain partners. In addition, a
Standard-setter expressed a concern that “helping organisations change their business models
and recognise the importance of social and relationship capital are intentions of the reporting
frameworks” (SS 2). It seemed that the relevant framework worked well with interviewed

organisations in this regard.

When further probing how organisations integrated the interests of suppliers and customers
into forward-looking information disclosure, several interviewees (Org 1, 2, 7, 8, and 11)
responded that some market trends, outlooks, and opportunities were disclosed to respond to
their information demands. Relevant disclosures were also used to “articulate how value could
be generated in the long term to other stakeholders” (Org 7). Besides, a change to forward-

looking information disclosure was noticed during interviews. For instance:
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“We now feel the value that suppliers and customers create for us ...forward-
looking disclosures give us an alternative to communicating the value we can
create for them [suppliers and customers] and others...supplier and
customer inclusiveness is a new way of reporting. [emphasis added]” (Org
11)

In line with resource dependence theory and Larrinaga-Gonzalez et al. (2001), this study argues
that the organisation’s dependency on stakeholders for resources (including knowledge and

expertise) drives the change in its accounting practices.

7.3.1.2 Sustainability

The interview data revealed different levels of awareness of sustainability issues related to
suppliers and customers. On the one hand, several interviewees claimed that supplier and
customer-related sustainability issues are “urgent for organisations to resolve” as “supply chain
is critical to achieving sustainability” (Org 6 and AF 2). Organisations resolved such issues by
incorporating sustainability into business strategies which were developed through supplier
and customer engagement (Org 3) and the materiality determination process (Org 6). Regarding
motivations for reporting such information in the organisational reports, a Sustainability and

stakeholder relationship manager stated:

“Stakeholders are increasingly concerned about sustainable supply
chain...it’s also our responsibility to make sure our suppliers are operating
against our standards...we report sustainability not only because it is a
requirement, but also, we would like to inform our stakeholders we are a
responsible business, and this is how we manage our supply chain
responsively.” (Org 3)

The above quote shed light on the two findings of content analysis (Section 6.3.2.3). The first
one is that suppliers and customers had a great impact on the organisational sustainability
strategy establishment and implementation as well as the content of sustainability reporting.
The second one is that organisations used organisational reports to show how they manage

sustainability along the whole supply chain.

On the other hand, inadequate attention to incorporating sustainability into strategy was
identified in a few organisations during interviews, even though the content analysis revealed
that most organisations (83%, Figure 3) disclosed sustainability-related issues (strategies, KPIs,
etc.) in organisational reports. Org 1 and Org 4 pointed out that senior management put more
weight on financial benefits “when granting a strategic contract with supply chain parties”
because there was no “fully ESG issue analysis” in this process. Org 8, a Procurement Director,

claimed that they were “facing challenges regarding forward-looking planning...sustainable
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supply chain ...and suppliers and customers are not given priority in strategic decisions because
people [within the organisation] are too short-term financial focus... they would concern about
the costs investing in the sustainable supply chain”. In this regard, according to Hahn et al.
(2014), these organisations may adopt the business case approach to sustainability that aligns
environmental and social concerns with economic objectives. With such an adoption,
organisations may ignore the role of suppliers and customers in achieving sustainability if they
believe the economic benefits of sustainable supply chains do not exceed the cost of managing
them. However, SS 2 raised a concern that the return of the investment in a sustainable supply
chain may not happen in the short run. In line with Nakamba et al. (2017), the trade-offs
between social sustainability and economic performance appeared in supply chain management.
Inadequate knowledge about supply chain-related sustainability issues led to this situation as
two interviewees (Con 1 and AF 1), who are consultants to supply chain and sustainability,
noted that most clients “have limited knowledge about sustainability or sustainability strategy”
and they “need help from starch”. In this regard, as Hermann and Bossle (2020) suggested,

sustainability education and entrepreneurship cannot be separate.

In conclusion, based on the above discussions, suppliers and customers have a great influence
on sustainability strategy development, implementation, and reporting. Making more
organisations attach importance to sustainable supply chains and relevant disclosures requires

a change of mindsets towards sustainability. This change needs the assistance of professionals.

7.3.1.3 Disclosure of Uncertainties

The interview data under this sub-theme indicated that one of the purposes of supplier and
customer engagement was to deal with the uncertainties caused by dynamic technology and
market trends. Supplier and customer engagement was recognised by several interviewees (Org

6 and 8) as a part of the information regarding the uncertainties collection process. For example:

“We are talking about certain future trends, especially technology trends,
with our supply chain partners because we face uncertainties and we need to
know what we are facing in the future...we share views, and the purpose is
to identify the outlook and uncertainties...and it’s an efficient way.” (Org 8)

Org 6 expressed a similar view that sharing knowledge with supply chain partners helped to
identify future trends and potentially led to long-term strategy development, which had a huge
impact on value creation under uncertainties. The responses reaffirmed Modi and Mabert’s
(2007) argument that knowledge and capabilities to deal with technological and market

uncertainty were achieved by information transfer through the supply chain.
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With respect to the motivations for reporting uncertainties with technology or product
development plans, “to secure future income” (Org 8) and “ to raise shareholder confidence
under uncertainties” (Org 6) were the most mentioned ones. These responses were in line with
Arya et al. (2017) that the benefit of disclosing information about technology development in
the corporate reports will be reflected in the future increased share price. However, not all
interviewees were positive about the return of technology or product development. Org 11
stated that “the payoff from the new product development is tied to customers’ tastes and
demands and the future income is not certain”. This interviewee further stated that the key was
to “constantly engage with customers” and make sure “the ability to turn uncertainties into
value creation can be perceived by stakeholders”. It implied that organisations may use
forward-looking information disclosure to manipulate the perceptions of stakeholders about
the organisation’s ability to deal with uncertainties; therefore, this kind of forward-looking
information should be interpreted with caution. The evidence from interviews extends the one
finding of content analysis that organisations use forward-looking information disclosure to
influence perceptions of suppliers and customers regarding future performance and
uncertainties (Section 6.3.2.2) to other stakeholder groups. Therefore, suppliers and customers
play a role in helping organisations deal with uncertainties and influence how originations

disclose the uncertainties.

7.3.1.4 Reputation and Image

Interview data related to this sub-theme revealed that suppliers and customers were important
stakeholders considered by organisations when managing reputation and image. For example,
Org 11 claimed that “ESG reputation is a big concern when selecting supply chain partners”
and “by helping suppliers meet responsible and ethical standards, we are able to offer customers
greater choice, provide an opportunity for active customer engagement, and reduce supply
chain and reputational risks”. In line with legitimacy theory, this response indicated that the
supply chain party selection process was important for organisations that sought to manage

reputation and legitimacy (see also Nakamba et al., 2017).

Concerning the motivations for disclosing forward-looking information regarding reputation
and image, most interviewees (in particular Con 1, AF 1, Org 10, and 12) confirmed that such
information was useful in building long-term relationships with key supply chain partners.
Consistent with stakeholder theory (Section 4.2.1) and signalling theory (Section 4.2.3),
interviewees recognised their accountability to suppliers and customers and acknowledged the

usefulness of IR in terms of signalling reputation to suppliers and customers. For example:
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“Enhancing corporate image and stakeholder trust is why we do integrated
reporting...normal annual report is a shareholder report... suppliers and
customers demand integrated report because it provides them with so much
more information about how we do business across the value chain in the
long run.” (Org 10)

“ESG issues have been causing material problems, not only for us but also
for our supply chain partners...integrated report provides an opportunity to
show our commitments to sustainability...it’s important that our supply
chain partners know about it.” (Org 12)

The above quotes provide further support for one finding of the content analysis that
organisations disclosed sustainability-related information with an intention to influence the

perception of suppliers and customers regarding reputation and trust (Section 6.3.3.2).

7.3.2 Satisfying Stakeholder Expectations

Revisiting the interview data under the theme of “satisfying stakeholder expectations”, it
identifies that a range of stakeholders’ information demands (i.e. supplies, customers, investors,
analysts, regulators, and government) motivates an organisation to make forward-looking
information disclosure. Details of how organisations apply the approach to including suppliers
and customers when making forward-looking information to satisfy different stakeholder

groups’ expectations are presented as follows.

7.3.2.1 Suppliers and Customers

The interview data related to this sub-theme revealed that organisations used forward-looking
information disclosure to respond to suppliers’ and customers’ information needs. Org 6, for
instance, argued that “reports published on the website is an efficient way to describe strategies,
value creation process, prospects, and R&D, especially useful in telling customers about our
products”. Another interviewee who is a Stakeholder Relationship Manager supported this

view and further identified problems with current disclosure practice:

“We need to handle a lot of questions from our suppliers and customers about
our product development, our relationship with communities and how we do
business now and, in the future...especially from those international
suppliers and customers... maybe 30% of my time is responding to different
questions from different stakeholders...our reports are there, but maybe they
need a more concise version of that...it is not practical to present all
information in a way that all stakeholders can understand.” (Org 2)

The above quote implies that those advocating IR could reduce information processing costs

for organisations since stakeholders’ information needs are presented in a concise report (€.g.
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Al-Htaybat and von Alberti-Alhtaybat, 2018) failed to consider the “practical issue of

integrated reporting, which is the balance of conciseness and completeness” (Org 2).

Consistent with the findings of content analysis (Section 6.3.1.3 and Section 6.3.1.4), almost
all interviewees believed that disclosing prospects and outlooks with supporting evidence was
useful in “inclusive growth” (Org 3) and “creating mutual benefits” (Org 10) with supply chain
partners. Transaction cost theory of this study indicates that it would be best for every supply
chain party to maintain the stability of the supply chain by “knowing and responding to each
other’s demands” (Org 8). To summarise, forward-looking information disclosure is used as
an efficient way to discharge their accountability to suppliers and customers by responding to
their expectations as well as managing relationships with them.

7.3.2.2 Investors and Analysts

Based on interview data, investors’ information demand was considered the most important
factor when determining the content of corporate reports. Several interviewees, including
people from organisations and standard setters, observed that “investors, especially long-term
investors, are becoming more interested in forward-looking information and supply chain-
related information to assess an organisation’s overall performance prospects” (Org 5, 9, 11,
and SS 1). This finding is in line with prior studies that management believed investors wanted
more forward-looking information (Adams, 2017a) and investors demanded forward-looking
information and supply chain-related information for making better investment decisions (Asay
et al., 2017; Garanina and Dumay, 2017). Thus, the approach to including suppliers and
customers when making forward-looking information disclosure was normally used to satisfy
investors” demands. Apart from investors, interviewees (Org 5 and 11) demonstrated that
analysts were also increasingly demanding forward-looking information concerning suppliers
and customers for more accurate value assessment. For instance, Org 5 noted that “forward-
looking information analysis, which includes different sort of information, has now been
incorporated into analyst training...it enables analysis to incorporate more value-relevant

information”.

During the interviews, a Head of Investor Relations pointed out that investors and analysts

preferred financial forecasts rather than narrative forward-looking information:

Investors and analysts are interested in what is the company capable of
delivering over the longer term...they are more and more interested in ESG,
it's a really broad spectrum of stuff...it would be nice to have those narratives
reported, but now most investors and analysts still prefer to see your
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performance forecasts, in financial term, even after we have this integrated
report...we need to have those quantified data (Org 9)

This response contrasted with the view of Menicucci and Paolucci (2019) that qualitative
forward-looking information dominated integrated reports. It can be explained by Bozzolan et
al.’s (2009) study that verifiable financial forward-looking information enhanced the accuracy
and decreased the dispersion of analysts’ forecasts. Furthermore, by considering the fact that
preparers may interpret forward-looking information as detailed performance forecasting only
(refer to Section 7.2.1.3), this situation implied that a comprehensive understanding of value

creation had not happened in the mindsets of some managers, investors, and analysts.

Although investors and analysts demanded information regarding the supply chain for
assessment purposes, interviewees (Org 5, 9, and 11) perceived that they had low interest and
understanding of the role of suppliers and customers in forward-looking information disclosure.

This is perhaps not surprising because, as two interviewees responded:

“Investors consider sustainable supply chain issues when making major
investment decisions since it influences an organisation’s existence in the
future and acceptance by stakeholders...but it is the organisation who should
figure out how to make a better disclosure.” (Org 9)

“Analysts demand this sort of information [supplier- and customer-related
forward-looking information] for assessing and benchmarking. [emphasis
added]” (Org 5)

The above quotes imply that stakeholders’ demand for a better assessment of future
performance drove organisations to make forward-looking information relevant to suppliers
and customers. This reflects that an agency problem exists when one party in a particular
agency setting has an information advantage over other parties (Healy and Palepu, 2001; An et
al., 2011). Public reporting is required is to reduce this agency problem (Healy and Palepu,
2001). However, agency theory itself may not be able to fully explain this situation. Applying
the managerial branch of stakeholder theory (Section 4.2.1), the interview data showed that
investors’ information demands still dominated the strategic decisions as to the content and the
way of reporting since organisations considered investors are the most critical stakeholder for

survival.

7.3.2.3 Governments and Regulators
The interview data revealed that governments and regulators are considered powerful
stakeholders by organisations, which would influence the content of forward-looking

information disclosure, especially for those international organisations. A Vice President
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mentioned one of the motivations for disclosing forward-looking information concerning

suppliers and customers was:

“We deal with government on a different basis based on different
regulations...sometimes we negotiate long and hard with and different
governments have different schemes...especially now it comes to more
intangible issues called the social licence to operate... more governments are
adopting sustainability-relevant reporting principles as a precondition for
awarding licenses to operate.” (Org 10)

When further probing the role of suppliers and customers in forward-looking information

disclosure, the interviewee explained:

“Speaking to local government is part of the external interview to identify
materiality topics and key metrics for their business...social value is also
what the government want to know about, ...if reporting to suppliers and
customers is a requirement, or if it is some indicators for sustainability, we
would do it.” (Org 10)

The responses indicated that materiality and sustainability indicators concerning suppliers and
customers presented in forward-looking information disclosure were affected by regulations
and governments. This is in line with Kaur and Lodhia (2018) that regulations and government
intervention were seen as important drivers for change and affected forward-looking

information disclosure practice, especially involving ESG issues.

Two standard-setters supported the critical role of government and regulator in corporate
reporting reform, in this case, the approach to including suppliers and customers when making
forward-looking information disclosure. SS 1 claimed that there was no observation of “a solid
approach to supplier and customer inclusiveness was applied by organisations when disclosing
forward-looking information”. The interviewee further stated that it was necessary to “bring
together all key stakeholders, including suppliers and customers” to develop solutions to “bring
about change in forward-looking disclosure”. The responsibility for making changes should lie
with standard-setters, regulators, and governments as they are “powerful influencers” to change
the “mindsets of companies” (SS 1). SS 2 held a similar view that “regulation and government
trends” pushed companies to “take more non-financial factors into business” and “report them

to their stakeholders”.

7.3.3 Cost Management
Revisiting the interview data under the theme of “cost management”, how organisations use
forward-looking information disclosure to manage business costs is identified. The application

of an approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking
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information disclosure is specifically aimed at reducing the cost of risk management and cost

of reporting. Details are presented as follows.

7.3.3.1 Risk Management

The interview data related to this sub-theme revealed that responding to suppliers’ and
customers’ demands for forward-looking information was a way to manage supply chain risk
and reduce business costs. The interviews resonated with one finding of content analysis that
organisational reports are used by organisations to inform stakeholders about strategies and
plans to deal with disclosed supply chain risks (Section 6.3.2.1). When probing the motivations
for making forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers, a Group risk

officer responded:

“The supply chain is a critical part of our business...We demand information
regarding sustainability or product development or other further information
from our suppliers and customers. In turn, they also demand such
information to manage their supply chain risks...we have this cognition that
the supply chain risks that each of us are facing and how we manage these
risks should be clearly articulated...we usually have this conversation with
key partners privately...we also do this in the reports as it is an efficient way
to inform other stakeholders, not only our supply chain partners.” (Org 4)

In regard to the benefits of risk disclosures concerning suppliers and customers, interviewees
agreed on the view that risk management and disclosure “deliver benefits rather than a
compliance burden for organisations” (Org 4, 5, and 8). The benefits identified by interviewees
included reducing costs and building long-term relationships with suppliers and customers. The
direct costs saved “when supply chain parties have sound risk management and supportive
information disclosed include insurance cost, inventory management cost, and negotiation cost”
(Org 5). Particularly, “when the long-term relationships have been built, the cost-saving will
be more significant, and the benefit is for both sides of the supply chain” (Org 8). These
responses confirmed that strategic supply chain management and communication along the
supply chain were useful in cost-saving (see also Revilla and Knoppen, 2015 for similar

findings).

Interviews confirmed that IR encouraged the approach to including suppliers and customers
when making risk disclosures. One interviewee described the process of engaging with
suppliers and customers and reporting risk information to them as ““a process to gain social and
relationship capital” (Org 4). The interviewee then claimed that IR did “bring new concepts to

corporate reporting” and “the stakeholder inclusive approach is unfolding”.

190



7.3.3.2 Cost of Reporting

Another influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure
identified during interviews was reflected in the cost of reporting. All interviewees agreed that
voluntary reporting or IR was costly to organisations, which is consistent with Adhariani and
De Villiers (2019). Interviewees (Org 1, 3, 4, and 13) claimed that applying the approach to
including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure
involved costs raised from both inside and outside the organisation, including data collection,
communication with suppliers and customers, and associated audit costs. Apart from these
direct costs of preparing the reports, litigation cost was also a concern of interviewees (Org 5,

6, and 9) when making forward-looking information disclosure as discussed in Section 7.2.3.1.

Although disclosing forward-looking information and information relevant to suppliers and
customers was challenging and time-consuming for organisations, both interviewees within
organisations and outside organisations (Org 4, 11, AF 1, and SS 1) had recognised longer-
term returns that balance reporting costs. A General manager saw immediate reporting costs as

potential income in the future:

“this, so-called approach to inclusive suppliers and customers when making
forward-looking information disclosures, makes us different to others...if
you see it, at least from five years, the reporting is a contributor in terms of
income rather than cost.” (Org 11)

In response to the question regarding the motivation to implement IR with considerable costs,
an issue posted by Adhariani and de Villiers (2019), this research suggested that some
organisations had perceived the benefits would exceed the costs rather than not realising the
actual costs of implementing IR. Therefore, applying the approach to including suppliers and
customers when making forward-looking information disclosure has the potential to be a cost

management tool for organisations.

7.4. The Characteristics that Enhance the Credibility of Forward-looking Information
Concerning Suppliers and Customers

This section aims to provide supportive evidence to the findings of content analysis and identify
further insights into the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning
suppliers and customers. Perspectives of both preparers and stakeholders on the credibility of
current forward-looking information disclosure are selected for assisting analysis. Based on the
conceptual framework (Figure 1), relevant literature (Chapter 2), theoretical framework

(Chapter 4), and findings of content analysis (Chapter 6), three central themes including sub-
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themes arising from the interview data were identified and illustrated in Table 13 with a

summary of key findings. Details regarding each theme are presented in the following sections.
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Table 13: Interviewees’ perceptions of the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers

Themes derived from the
literature, theories, and

findings of content analysis

Sub-themes arising
from the interview
data

Summary of key findings from interviews

1. Report preparation

process

a. data collection

Reporting departments in organisations have developed standardised data
collection processes to ensure that the data is reliable and diversified.
The challenge of enhancing disclosure credibility is to communicate the data

collection process with different stakeholders effectively.

b. materiality

All interviewed organisations consider materiality critical to the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers, but
the disclosure of the materiality determining process is inadequate and the process
is unclear.

Disclosure of materiality matters is compliance- and/or legitimacy-driven, and
additional detailed disclosure with analysis is a cost burden to organisations.
Some organisations explain that already wordy organisational reports make it
rather difficult to articulate the complicated materiality determination process.

c. transparency

Transparency is a main characteristic that enhances the credibility of forward-

looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.
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The concepts of multiple capitals and the forward-looking view as indicated in the
<IR> Framework offer an opportunity for organisations to enhance accountability

and reporting credibility through increased transparency.

d. completeness

Engaging with suppliers and customers provides a chance for organisations to
touch on all aspects of sustainability and report on both positive and negative

related issues; yet, completeness has not been achieved in all organisations.

2. Assurance

a. internal assurance

Internal assurance increases the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers throughout the entire reporting
process, including data collection, data measurement, and data monitoring.
Internal assurance is crucial to identify any inconsistency between financial and

non-financial data.

b. external assurance

Both report preparers and stakeholders believe that external assurance is a strong
signal sent by an organisation for credible forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers.

External assurance is limited to sustainability and risk information because of the
nature of forward-looking information.

To enhance the external assurance practice on forward-looking information
disclosure, assurance providers should emphasise the audit of the reporting

process rather than the data.

3. Presentation

a. connectivity

Connecting forward-looking information with strategies and governance is all

agreed to be an indicator of credible disclosures.
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Organisations are reluctant to report the connectivity between forward-looking
information and capitals, especially trade-offs between capitals, because there
may be negative effects if readers do not have enough knowledge about multiple

capitals.

b. consistency

The consistency of forward-looking information, especially financial and non-
financial information, enhances the disclosure credibility, and it is achieved by
assessing and monitoring information disclosed over time.

Some organisations would choose to manipulate the forward-looking information

or avoid disclosing negative effects in the reports if any inconsistency is found.

c. comparability

Organisations and stakeholders are more interested in the comparability of data

within an organisation rather than cross-organisation comparability.
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7.4.1 Reporting Preparation Process

Revisiting the interview data regarding the theme “reporting preparation process”, it appears
that good corporate governance in relation to reporting preparation is the starting point of
ensuring the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers. Good corporate governance enhances the credibility of this disclosure practice in
four aspects, namely data collection, materiality, transparency, and completeness. Details

regarding these four sub-themes are presented as follows.

7.4.1.1 Data Collection

The interview data revealed that data collection was a critical part to ensure the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Most
interviewees (Org 1, 3, 4, 10, and 11) stated that accounting or reporting functions had
developed standardised data collection processes to ensure that data came from reliable and
diversified sources. According to these interviewees, this rigorous data collection process
involved three steps, namely (1) gathering data from different functions across the organisation,
(2) checking the validity and consistency of the data, and (3) analysing the data against
economic and market trends. However, interviewees also identified difficulties in the data
collection process. The most mentioned one by interviewees who are the preparers of the
organisational reports was how to communicate with different people about the data collection
process effectively. Regarding data needed for forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers, the leadership team should take responsibility to make
sure “people inside and outside the organisation are on the same page” (Org 3, and 4).

Collecting sustainability-related data for example:

“Data is the basis for the credibility of disclosures... If you wanted to speak
to other teams about sustainability, they would see it as a nice to have... but
when it comes to data collection, there were questions...I think the problem
is they take data collection as a burden, not a responsibility... I think it is
going to be a transition period that different teams are starting to realise they
actually own those sustainability targets...but it’s not our team [reporting
team] that is going to lead to these changes in the business.... with the
leadership team, there’s still some work to do. [emphasis added]” (Org 3)

In terms of communicating the forward-looking information concerning suppliers and
customers collection process to stakeholders outside an organisation, “limited readers’
knowledge about forward-looking information and relevant disclosures made it difficult to
convince stakeholders that data collection adds credibility to forward-looking information

disclosure” (Org 11). This argument is in line with Mercer (2005) that report users, especially
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inexperienced stakeholders, may not reward organisations for making more forward-looking
information without knowing the preparer’s intention. According to signalling theory of this
study, communicating data collection with stakeholders is an indication that interviewees were
aware that using corporate reporting for signalling critically depends on the credibility of
reports perceived by stakeholders (Erdem and Swait, 1998). Communication is important as
“there is a risk that reports readers may not perceive the forward-looking disclosures regarding
suppliers and customers as credible information if organisations fail to communicate
effectively about how the data is collected” (Org 13). However, an interesting finding of
interviews was that although preparers doubted the reader’s knowledge, all interviewees
claimed that they had not received any feedback regarding forward-looking information
disclosure when probing specific concerns raised by readers. The fact that these interviewed
organisations did not actively educate readers about forward-looking information implies that
they were happy with no feedback provided by stakeholders. This ultimately impeded
organisations from making efforts to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information

disclosure to stakeholders.

To conclude, organisations have implemented some mechanisms in the data collection process
to ensure the validity of the data, but they may face difficulties in communicating and
presenting forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers credibly.
However, organisations are less motivated to resolve these problems since no feedback was

received from report readers in this regard.

7.4.1.2 Materiality

Most interviewees, including both preparers and stakeholders, mentioned that materiality
determination was seen as a process to increase the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Moreover, interviewees (Org 11 and 12)
claimed that IR and integrated thinking were useful for them to embrace the concept of
materiality. Such a claim supported one finding of content analysis (Section 6.4.2.1). For

example, one IR reporter stated that after adopting IR:
“Our retrospective and forward-looking materiality determination process is
an integral part of our efforts to embed integrated thinking and to identify the

issues that should form the basis of our internal and external reporting.” (Org
12)

However, it was seen in content analysis that very few organisations (16%, Figure 5) provided

a detailed materiality determination process, the interviews revealed three motivations behind
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this situation. Firstly, the disclosure of materiality issues was compliance-driven, and
additional detailed disclosure with analysis was a cost burden to organisations. For example,
regarding the motivations for disclosing materiality, Org 1 explained that “we work with the
GRI Standards, and they ask us to have a materiality process... So, we just follow the standard,
in that case, nothing more as it’s costly”. Secondly, the disclosure of materiality matters
indicated an organisation’s awareness of material impacts on sustainability, but such disclosure
may be used as a pure legitimacy tool in current reporting practice (see also Puroila and Mékela,
2019 for similar findings). It was evident when one interviewee commented that “SDGs have
come into our core business...it’s critical we have this foresight...identify environmental and
social impacts through the lens of stakeholder materiality” (Org 12). Yet, no rigorous
materiality determination process was provided as this interviewee explained that “but we are
at the very beginning stage of investing in materiality”. Thirdly, already wordy organisational
reports made it rather difficult to articulate the complicated materiality determination process
but it seems like an excuse for incomplete materiality disclosures. For example, a Group

Corporate Affairs and Sustainability Director described their materiality process as:

“Start with conversations with different functions about the materiality
analysis... look at what affects our business... also have the different areas
that our markets will be working in...there will be different value chains and
different marketplaces exploring different things...Part of the materiality
process is to bring all these together at different levels across the businesses
in the matrix, which then leads itself to be developed into a high-level
strategy that we all buy into... it’s a complicated process and I don’t think
it’s easy or necessary to say all processes in the reports, because the reports
are already complained too long.” (Org 6)

Signalling theory indicates that stakeholders may not perceive simple signalling as credible
information unless the disclosure is presented with commitments, such as detailed
measurement (Balvers et al., 2015). The interviewees’ responses indicated that although
materiality was seen as an indicator of the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers, report preparers had not developed a robust approach to

identify and report material impacts.

In response to the practical issues regarding materiality, an interviewee from accounting firm
argued that “a standardised reporting guidance to materiality is not practical” as ‘“each
individual company decides what’s relevant to them” (AF 1). To address these issues,
concluding from the interviews, this study suggests that education on broader materiality
impacts on companies and society is a solution to inadequate materiality disclosures.
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Based on the above discussion, it was agreed that disclosure of materiality matters increases
the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.
However, this study points out that the disclosure of the materiality determining process is
inadequate and the process is unclear (see also Guix et al., 2018; Puroila and Méakel&, 2019;

Farooq et al., 2021, for similar findings).

7.4.1.3 Transparency

By revising the interview data regarding this sub-theme, nearly all interviewees agreed that
transparency was an important characteristic that enhances the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Several interviewees (Con 2, Org
1, 2, 12, and 13) claimed that the approach to including suppliers and customers when
disclosing forward-looking information increased reporting credibility and stakeholder
confidence as it enhanced reporting transparency. That is, suppliers and customers were
powerful stakeholders to force organisations to increase the transparency of forward-looking
information disclosure. This finding extends Fernandez-Feijoo et al.” (2014) work that
stakeholder pressure positively affected reporting transparency to specific stakeholder groups

(i.e. suppliers and customers). For example:

“We live in an age of radical transparency now; customers and suppliers have
access to information... if we want to be around and attract customers in the
future, we’ve actually got to be able to tell a convincing story about how our
business model connects to the aspirations and visions of our stakeholders
and how we generate inflows in the future.” (Org 1)

Another interviewee expressed a similar view and further articulated how they responded to
suppliers” and customers’ information demands and increased reporting transparency to

stakeholders:

“The starting point of telling a convincing story is really looking at that from
the perspectives of them [suppliers and customers] and know what they are
expecting from the company...disclosures about forward-looking
information and social and relationship capital increase transparency because
more non-financial information is included as the <IR> Framework
suggested. [emphasis added]” (Org 13)

SS 1 supported this view from a standard setter’s point of view:
“Providing more and diverse forward-looking information shows you are
being transparent about your business... which ultimately benefits the

company since you align the business more internally and drive that
integrated thinking, and you attract more long-term investors.” (SS 1)
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In line with Doane (2002), the above-mentioned quotes indicate that transparent reporting

benefits organisations financially.

With respect to the critiques of IR concerning reporting transparency (Section 3.5.3), the above
discussions add evidence to the view that the concept of “multiple capitals” and the forward-
looking view as indicated in the <IR> Framework offered an opportunity for organisations to
enhance accountability through increased transparency, which is consistent with the views of
Adams and Simnett (2011). In contrast to Adhariani and de Villiers (2019), the interview
findings indicate that, inspired by IR, applying the approach to including suppliers and
customers when making forward-looking information disclosure increases transparency and

credibility.

7.4.1.4 Completeness

By revisiting the interview data related to the sub-theme “completeness”, it appears that
engaging with suppliers and customers throughout the reporting process enhanced the
completeness of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers;
yet, complete forward-looking information disclosure had not been achieved in all interviewed
organisations. The content analysis found that very few organisations (22%, see Figure 5)
provided a complete forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers which includes all dimensions of performance. The incomplete disclosure was
argued to be an indicator of using corporate reports for greenwashing (Kurpierz and Smith,
2020). In response to this critique, interviewees from organisations pointed out that practical

issues made them unable to provide more diverse forward-looking information. For example:

“The information is quite dispersed across multiple functions... putting it in
a format where it’s easy to read, easy to link to, and how does this one issue
impact our overall sustainability... makes it difficult to comprise all relevant
information. [emphasis added]” (Org 11)

“Our materiality process determines which areas we want to focus on during
the year, and what information we report during the year, of course, these
priorities can change over the years... it’s not possible that we disclose all
the information stakeholders required.” (Org 3)

Although the practical issues in data collection and materiality determination existed, all
interviewees agreed that these issues should not be excuses for incomplete forward-looking
information disclosure. Regarding the solutions for these issues, Org 11 claimed that applying
the <IR> Framework and engaging with suppliers and customers provided a chance for

organisations to “touch on all aspects of sustainability and identify risks that threaten future
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performance”. However, in practice, a preference for disclosing these risks in the report was
“describing how risks can be managed rather than simply listing negative effects of these risks”,
the interviewee then stated. Considering the fact that only 24% of sample organisations disclose
factors that would negatively influence future performance as found in content analysis
(Section 6.2.2), the response of Org 11 implied that organisations may purposely select
information disclosed in the reports rather than being unable to provide complete forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers due to practical issues. It
would result in an issue that corporate reports might be used to simply legitimate their activities
and even mislead readers, an issue highlighted by Beske et al. (2020).

The advancement of relevant reporting frameworks is necessary where existing ones were
proving to be inadequate in terms of reporting completeness. One standard-setter argued that

regulation should keep pace with the reporting reform:

“Reform is reasonable. Reporting guidance is there, completeness is one of
the guiding principles of integrated reporting, but it depends on practices...I
agree that the current framework doesn’t go far enough in terms of forward-
looking disclosures...it’s very much in an emerging stage and is not yet
mainstream...there is a need to put some rigour into practice.” (SS 1)

Based on the above discussion, it is reasonable to conclude that the current forward-looking
information disclosure practices lack completeness. This situation was previously identified by
Ahmed Haji and Anifowose (2016). Although the approach to including suppliers and
customers when making forward-looking information disclosure provides a chance to
encourage reporting completeness, reporting framework advancement and regulation reform

are necessary to achieve completeness at an acceptable level in practice.

7.4.2 Assurance

Figure 3 shows that assurance is the most used mechanism to increase the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. The interview
data provided supportive information on the role of assurance in enhancing the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure from both organisations’ and stakeholders’ points of
view. Details are discussed through internal assurance perspective and external assurance

perspective as follows.

7.4.2.1 Internal Assurance
Interview data confirmed a finding of content analysis that the internal audit function is seen

as an important and distinct governance mechanism to increase corporate governance
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transparency and reporting credibility to external stakeholders. Most interviewees (e.g. Org 1,
3, 4,9, 12) from organisations described the role of internal audit as to “communicate with
those charged with governance regarding any concerns about forward-looking disclosures,
such as suitability and risks”. Through internal communication, internal assurance enabled the
management to recognise the importance of “forward-thinking” (Org 1) and “governance
transparency” (Org 12) in value creation. In addition, interviewees believed that internal

assurance benefited both organisation and its stakeholders:

“Internal auditing business continuity whilst liaising with all stakeholders
raises awareness of our corporate responsibility to stakeholders...and risk
management across the group...internal audit is a critical function for
regulation compliance...and it adds credit to the reliability of reports.” (Org
4)

“Internal audit raised awareness of risk management of our customers and
suppliers because they [people in internal audit function] speak to external
stakeholders about our risk management and materiality matters during this
internal auditing process...I believe this process increases the perceptions of
stakeholders about the credibility of our reports [emphasis added]” (Org 10)

In line with Spira and Page (2003), the above quotes also imply that internal assurance is useful
in identifying risk indicators through stakeholder engagement and it in return would enhance

the credibility of reports as perceived by stakeholders.

Interviews revealed that internal assurance increased the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure during the entire reporting process (also see Wang et al., 2020 for
similar findings), including data collection to data measure, data collection, and data
monitoring. For example, Org 4 claimed that “internal assurance strategy is supporting
improvements in collections and measures of supplier- and customer-relevant data in forward-
looking information disclosure”. Org 10 agreed and further identified that “any achievements

and changes to supply chain KPIs will also back to internal audit before speaking to the public”.

With respect to other aspects of reporting quality that increased by internal assurance, few
interviewees (Org 6, 13) mentioned internal audit function is also crucial in identifying any
inconsistency between financial and non-financial data. For example, Org 6 noted that
“forward-looking information is reported throughout the whole report, both financial and non-
financial term, ensuring the consistency of reported information is vital to show the reliability
of the report, and it lies with internal audit”. More details about the consistency of forward-

looking information disclosure are presented in Section 6.4.3.2. To conclude, the overall
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findings are consistent with Prawitt et al. (2009), internal audit is vital in ensuring the quality

and credibility of external reports.

7.4.2.2 External Assurance

External assurance was found to be the main consideration when implementing mechanisms to
enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers during interviews, although a few types of forward-looking information cannot be
externally audited given the nature of such information. As found in content analysis (Section
6.4.1.3), external assurance is widely used to show the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers, interviews confirmed this finding
from the viewpoints of both report preparers and stakeholders. In addition, interviews provided

further insights into the role of external assurance in supply chain management:

“We have our reports audited...We will also look at our supplier’s
report...their audit strategy...if it is externally audited, we will rely on the
reported information because it is an obvious way and auditing is costly to a
company.” (Org 11)

The above quote implies that cost concern was one of the main reasons when considering
getting corporate reports audited. Considering audit cost as a credibility indicator is in line with
the signalling theory that an organisation cannot be distinguished from others unless it sends a

costly signal (Spence, 1973), even when disclosures are unverifiable (Gigler, 1994).

In regard to the external assurance on specific forward-looking information items concerning
suppliers and customers, in line with content analysis and prior studies (Hodge and Stewart,
2009; Simnett et al., 2009; Farooq and de Villiers, 2017), interviewees claimed they would
seek assurance on sustainability information and risk information (Org 3, 9, 10, AF 1). They
further provided explanations. The first reason was that they are easy to audit because “there
are auditing procedures on such disclosures, and external auditors have worked for several
years” (Org 3). Another interviewee (AF 1) who works in an accounting firm confirmed this
situation and stated that “auditing sustainability information in numbers is much easier because
the procedure is clear”. These responses indicated that assurance providers faced challenges
assuring prospective data and information that included a combination of qualitative and
quantitative data (see also Maroun and Atkins, 2015; Farooq and de Villiers, 2017; Maroun,
2017, for similar findings). The second one was that “stakeholders are more interested in these
disclosures [sustainability and risks]” (Org 10). A Head of Investor Relations pointed out

another reason that “it’s easier to audit numbers in sustainability reports rather than narratives
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in forward-looking statements” (Org 9). Auditing narrative information does not increase the
credibility of disclosures as it was expected to be since “investors don’t understand how
narrative information could be audited”, the interviewee then stated. That is, in addition to the
challenges of assurance just mentioned, another challenge of educating stakeholders about
assurance on forward-looking information disclosure, especially narrative ones, was identified

during the interviews.

Although there are difficulties regarding assurance on forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers, AF 1 and AF 2 stated that accounting professionals should
take responsibility to advance assurance practice on non-financial information. In this regard,
AB 1 claimed that “it should be focused on auditing the process rather than the data”. The
interviewee then stated that this is happening as “there were already organisations seeking to
get their integrated reporting process assured”, which includes different kinds of forward-
looking information. although a number of challenges of assurance on IR as mentioned by prior
studies (e.g. Maroun and Atkins, 2015; Farooq and de Villiers, 2017; Maroun, 2017), AB 1
was confident about this practice as relevant bodies are working on relevant procedures. That
is, assurance is seen as one of the most important characteristics that reflects the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. At the current
stage, assurance on forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers is limited to sustainability information and risk information, assurance providers and
policymakers are responsible for the development of relevant auditing procedures on other

forward-looking information items.

7.4.3 Presentation

Revisiting the interview data regarding the theme “presentation”, it demonstrates that the
presentation of connectivity, consistency, and comparability in the reports enhances the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.

Details in relation to each perspective are presented as follows.

7.4.3.1 Connectivity

The interview data corresponded to one finding of content analysis that connectivity of
information is one of the most displayed credibility characteristics of current forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers practices, especially connecting

with strategies and governance (Section 6.2.2). Interviews provided evidence on how the
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connectivity of information enhanced the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure

concerning suppliers and customers and the role of IR in this regard.

In terms of connectivity with strategies and governance, several interviewees (Org 3, 5, 12, and
13) confirmed that the connectivity principle in the <IR> Framework enhanced integrated
thinking towards a holistic approach to reporting forward-looking information. From a report
preparer’s point of view, “linking forward-looking information with strategies and governance
eases the data analysis process and enhances the conciseness of information” (Org 3). Through
the data analysis process, “if you keep that connectivity in mind, you check the reliability of
information gathered from different functions or externally when you are processing the data”
(Org 12). Another interviewee claimed that “it [connectivity between forward-looking
information and strategies and governance] enhanced the conciseness of information. ..readers
can easily find where the supporting evidence is, why we confident about our future because
we got the right strategies and corporate governance” (Org 13). From the viewpoint of a
stakeholder, a risk analyst, who is responsible for processing internal information and external
information from competitors’ and supply chain parties’ organisational reports, claimed that
“connectivity of information is one of the indicators of reliability” (Org 5). These arguments
were supported by AB 2, who further stated that the process of connecting forward-looking
information with strategies and governance benefited organisations internally and externally.
People within an organisation would know the “mutual goal for long-term value creation” and
stakeholders outside the organisation would “perceive the connectivity as a characteristic of
credible information” (AB 2). The responses further confirmed the signalling theory that
stakeholders see corporate reports as credible information if presented with commitments
(Balvers et al., 2015). Hence, in line with Zhou et al. (2017), this study identifies that the
connectivity of information presented in the integrated reports enhances reporting credibility

as perceived by both report preparers and stakeholders.

The connectivity of forward-looking information with strategies and governance mainly
focuses on sustainability and/or risk information, as found in content analysis (Section 6.4.1.3).
The interview data extended this connectivity to other types of forward-looking information,
such as long-term organisational objectives, which were facilitated by a “control and culture”
approach (Org 11). According to this interviewee, it was achieved by establishing and
monitoring the organisation’s culture and taking into account changes in the external
environment to analyse how governance should influence the strategic direction of the

organisation. This finding is consistent with the view of Massingham et al. (2019) that forward-

205



looking-focused and internal interactive motivated organisational learning and growth. Few
organisations may present this connectivity in public reports since this approach is used

primarily for internal development.

With respect to the connectivity with capitals, as presented in the findings of content analysis,
this connectivity is much less presented compared to connectivity with strategies and
governance (Section 6.2.2). A similar reporting behaviour was found during interviews.
Interviewees (Org 11 and 13) argued that there were difficulties to present connectivity and
trade-off between forward-looking information and multiple capitals. For example, Org 11
argued that the multiple-capital model enhanced both the organisation’s and stakeholders’
perceptions of how the value was created, but it must be careful to present the trade-off between
capitals. The interviewee explained that “readers would interpret the trade-off, especially when
increasing other capitals while destroying financial capital, as a negative performance forecast
if they do not have enough knowledge about multiple capitals” (Org 11). It implies that
organisations may focus on disclosing positive information rather than presenting the trade-
offs between capitals. Org 13 expressed the same view and raised another concern of losing
competitive advantages if too many details about how multiple capitals were used to create
value in the long term were disclosed in the organisational reports. This is in line with
Grassmann et al. (2019) that the competitive environment was negatively associated with the
extent of disclosed connectivity of multiple capitals in the context of IR. Hence, organisations
acknowledge the role of connectivity of information in enhancing the credibility of reporting
as perceived by stakeholders, but there is a need to educate organisations that connectivity
serves to educate stakeholders about value creation rather than encouraging selective

information disclosures.

7.4.3.2 Consistency

Nearly all interviewees mentioned the importance of consistency to ensure the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers to stakeholders,
especially the consistency between financial and non-financial information. In line with Brazel
et al. (2009), interviewees (Org 4, 8, and 10) had recognised that inconsistency between
financial and non-financial information was an indicator showing a high likelihood of reporting
fraud; thus, they had implemented mechanisms to ensure such consistency can be perceived by
stakeholders, such as “audit committee with accounting experts” (Org 10), “risk committee to
monitor any change of risk indicator over time” (Org 4), and “reporting function requests

updated data from different departments on a regular basis” (Org 8). That is, consistency of
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forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers was achieved by
assessing and monitoring information disclosed over time. This strengthens the findings of
content analysis that a rigorous monitoring process for forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers is widely used by organisations to ensure the disclosure’s
credibility (refer to Section 6.2.2).

During the interviews, further questions were asked to investigate rectified processes and

actions after any inconsistency of information was identified. Org 3 responded that:

“If we really mess up a year, like did something wrong to the
environment...we did not achieve environmental KPIs as we said we should
have, we will not use reports to communicate...we would use other useful
channels to communicate...we will focus on something positive in the
reports”. (Org 3)

Consistent with the findings of Li (2010), organisations tended to use a positive tone in their
forward-looking statements. This response also implied that organisations might make
selective disclosures to mislead stakeholders regarding prospects. Signalling theory of this
study indicates that disclosures serve a signalling role to reduce adverse selection problems
under information asymmetry (Spence, 1973). However, organisations have incentives to be
misleading at the time of disclosures (Athanasakou and Hussainey, 2014), as the verification
of forward-looking information is a continuous process. In this regard, interviewees who work
in accounting firms and standard-setting organisations argued that “regulation should intervene”
(AF 1) or “regulations could get involved while the process [of enhancing the consistency of

the disclosed forward-looking information] is unfolding” (SS 1).

To summarise, consistency is seen as a main character that enhances the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. However, organisations
may manipulate the information or avoid disclosing negative effects in the reports if any
inconsistency is found. Regulations should take a role in detecting and solving misreporting

issues.

7.4.3.3 Comparability

As emphasised by IIRC (2021), IR intends to achieve a balance between allowing flexibility
that recognises the variety of different organisations’ circumstances and enabling a sufficient
degree of comparability across organisations. In this regard, several interviewees (Org 3, 11,
12, and 13) agreed that comparability, as set out in the <IR> Framework, was a characteristic

to show the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure. However, in practice, most
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interviewed organisations mentioned that the comparability of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers was achieved by monitoring and comparing
KPIs and trends against organisational strategies and goals. It implies that some organisations
focused on comparing quantifiable information over time and ignored comparing the
information with peers. This was confirmed when a few interviewees identified that “the
principle-based framework gives considerable discretion to organisations in determining how
the requirements are met” (Org 9). Org 10 claimed that it is easier to collect data trends within
an organisation. In this regard, as Solomon and Maroun (2012) suggested, the reporting
practice would end up with less comparability across-company because of the flexibility of
applying the reporting frameworks. Hence, the intention of IR to improve comparability across

organisations cannot be achieved unless the practical issue of data collection could be resolved.

However, few interviewees believed that comparability was not the main characteristic of
credibility because “even within the same section, there’s a lot of differences, such as business
models, risk profiles and strategies” (Org 9). Others raised concerns about the difficulties
regarding quantifying qualitative information (Org 5) and the level of demand for
comparability of non-financial information by stakeholders (Org 1 and AF 1). This argument
is in line with Hsiao and Kelly (2018) that report users preferred financial information because
of interpretation and comparability concerns. AB 1 observed the same phenomenon and stated
that accountancy professions had a huge role in increasing the comparability of non-financial

information.

In conclusion, in line with Stubbs and Higgins (2018), the overall findings regarding
comparability indicate that organisations and stakeholders are more interested in the
comparability of data within an organisation rather than cross-organisation comparability. The
overall comparability should be improved, otherwise, it will ultimately decrease the credibility

of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.

7.5 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has considered the factors that can influence the adoption of the approach to
including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure, the
influence of suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure, and the
characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers. The results and findings are based on the analysis and

interpretation of coded data from both interviewees who work in an organisation and
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stakeholders outside an organisation, and the findings of content analysis as presented in
Chapter 6.

To address RQ1, it is argued that a rigorous reporting process encourages the adoption of the
approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information
disclosure. A rigorous reporting process requires board involvement and collaboration among
different functions of an organisation and the awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness during

the entire reporting process.

To address RQ2, it is evident that suppliers and customers play a critical role in forward-
looking information disclosure. Suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s business
development, including business model and product innovation, sustainability, dealing with
uncertainties, and reparation and image. These business developments are reflected in forward-
looking information disclosure. In addition, the adoption of the approach to including suppliers
and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure indicates an
organisation’s ability to satisfy stakeholders’ expectations, including suppliers, customers,
investors, analysts, governments and regulators. Furthermore, managing supplier and customer
relationships is crucial to an organisation’s cost management, including risk management costs
and cost of reporting. Effective supply chain risk management reduces business costs. In this
regard, risk disclosure is considered by organisations as a benefit rather than a compliance
burden. As for the cost of reporting, although voluntarily reporting forward-looking
information and information relevant to suppliers and customers are costly to organisations,

they have recognised longer-term returns which balance reporting costs.

To address RQ3, it is found that, organisations have implemented mechanisms in each stage of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers to ensure its
credibility. In the report preparation process, four aspects are placed emphasis, namely data
collection, materiality, transparency, and completeness. However, there is a lack of
completeness and rigorous materiality determination processes. Furthermore, assurance (both
internal and external assurance) is seen as the most distinctive characteristic that enhances the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers by
both organisations and stakeholders. This is because assurance is a costly signal for
organisations to show their commitment to enhancing the credibility of disclosed information.
Finally, when presenting the forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and

customers, three characteristics of credibility are identified in this study, namely connectivity,
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consistency, and comparability. Noteworthily, organisations and stakeholders focus more on

the comparability of data within an organisation rather than cross-organisation comparability.

The cross-methods discussion about the findings in relation to RQs and theories based on the

results of content analysis and interviews is presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION AND CROSS-METHODS ANALYSIS

8.1 Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to present a cross-methods analysis (sample reports and
interviews) regarding RQ1: How well does forward-looking information disclosed by
organisations address suppliers’ and customers’ information needs in the context of IR?, RQ2:
How do suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information disclosure in the
context of IR?, and RQ3: What characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking

information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers?.

The cross-methods analysis interprets the findings through the theoretical perspectives outlined
in Chapter 4 to draw conclusions for this study. In response to each RQ, Section 8.2 explains
the motivational factors underlying the adoption of the approach to including suppliers and
customers when making forward-looking information disclosure. Section 8.3 examines how
suppliers and customers engage with an organisation on forward-looking information
disclosure. Section 8.4 outlines the characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Finally, a summary of this

chapter is presented in Section 8.5.

8.2 Motivations for Adopting the Approach to Including Suppliers and Customers When
Making Forward-looking Information Disclosure

The findings from content analysis and interviews, presented in the previous two chapters,
suggest that organisations had begun to address suppliers’ and customers’ needs in forward-
looking information disclosure. However, multiple factors influenced an organisation’s
adoption of the approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking
information disclosure. To address RQ1 “How well does forward-looking information
disclosed by organisations address suppliers’ and customers’ information needs in the context
of IR?”, a cross-methods analysis of the motivations for disclosing forward-looking
information concerning suppliers and customers is discussed in this section. This section also
examines the theoretical implications of the findings from stakeholder, legitimacy, and

resource dependency theoretical perspectives.

8.2.1 Stakeholder Accountability
The reporting behaviour of organisations disclosing forward-looking information concerning
suppliers and customers conforms to the central principle of stakeholder theory. “The

stakeholders are identified by the organisation of concern, by reference to the extent to which
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the organisation believes the interplay with each group needs to be managed in order to further
the interest of the organisation” (Gray et al., 1996, p. 46). Resonating with this statement, this
study’s analyses (content analysis of organisational reports and thematic analysis of interviews)
suggested that, when making forward-looking information disclosure, suppliers and customers
were important stakeholders identified by organisations and supplier and customer
relationships needed to be managed to further the interest of the organisation. The quantitative
analysis of organisational reports (Section 6.2) indicated that all forward-looking information
categories and items were reflected in the sample reports but the level of disclosure regarding
each category and item was different. Furthermore, interviews provided supportive evidence
in this regard and further identified factors that influence the report preparers’ decisions on the

content of forward-looking information disclosure.

Suppliers and customers are primary stakeholders, and organisations depend on these
stakeholders for resources. In order to secure resources and survive in the market competition,
organisations should discharge accountability to suppliers and customers. Therefore,
addressing suppliers’ and customers’ concerns in the forward-looking information disclosure
is one of the ways for organisations to discharge their accountability to these important
stakeholders. Several actions were identified in this incorporation process, including (1)
understanding the concerns and interests of suppliers and customers regarding organisational
performance through engagement, (2) valuing suppliers’ and customers’ demands and interests
in the strategic decisions, and (3) making relevant disclosures responsively by getting different

functions within an organisation involved in the reporting process.

Engaging with suppliers and customers was identified by organisations as an important action
to understand their concerns and interests and to discharge stakeholder accountability. This
action also played a critical role in determining forward-looking information disclosure. The
interviewees (report preparers) confirmed that they would consider the information gathered
from supplier and customer engagements when making forward-looking information
disclosure. Regarding the extent to which that information concerning suppliers and customers
would disclose, this study found that the level of engagement with these stakeholders was a
decisive factor. That is, the higher level of engagement by discussing additional forward-
looking topics (e.g. sustainability, risks, market trends, etc.) with suppliers and customers
encouraged organisations to incorporate more information relevant to these stakeholders in the

forward-looking information disclosure.
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Suppliers” and customers’ demands and interests regarding forward-looking information were
prioritised in the strategic decisions, such as product innovation, strategic supply chain
management, risk management, and sustainability strategy development. These sorts of
information were reflected in the organisational reports as a way of communicating the
organisation’s commitments to discharge accountability to suppliers and customers. Several
interviewees who are managers in different functions confirmed that suppliers and customers

were critical stakeholders for business survival and strategy development.

Enhancing the consistency between suppliers’ and customers’ needs and the level of forward-
looking information disclosure required different functions within an organisation to involve
in the reporting process. Board involvement in this process encouraged the consideration of the
importance of suppliers and customers in long-term value creation and integrating these
stakeholders’ interests into strategic decisions and reporting. Furthermore, the awareness of
stakeholder inclusiveness at the management level enabled the organisation to discharge
accountability to suppliers and customers at the department level. Moreover, the collaboration
between departments in the reporting process promoted the adoption of the approach to
including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure,
especially when people from the supply chain department and stakeholder relations department
were involved. This is because these people were closely engaged with suppliers and customers
and would bring the concerns of suppliers and customers to the reporting people and the

management.

In addition to the stakeholder theory perspective, the dependency of the organisation for
resources on its suppliers and customers acts as a driver encouraging organisations to discharge
accountability to these stakeholders (Frooman, 1999; Larrinaga-Gonzalez et al., 2001). In this
study, the content analysis indicated that suppliers and customers were powerful stakeholders
who influenced reporting behaviours. It was evident that some organisations explicitly
disclosed the dependency on key suppliers and customers for resources with plans to manage
such relationships in the reports. In this regard, interviews with organisations provided further
evidence. In all interviewed organisations, suppliers and customers were perceived as
important stakeholders as suppliers provided materials and knowledge required for production,
and customers provided the main source of revenue on which organisations relied for survival.
It was expected that their resource dependence would act as an impetus in the adoption of the
approach to supplier and customer inclusiveness in reporting. There was evidence of these two

being linked but depended on several factors, including regulations on relevant disclosures and
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the existence of reporting frameworks for organisations to apply. Hence, resource dependency
theory can be applied to explain the influence of stakeholders in organisational reporting

behaviours.

8.2.2 Legitimacy Theory

Across all data from content analysis and interviews, it was evident that the adoption of the
approach to including suppliers and customers was influenced by an organisation’s legitimacy
concern. Content analysis revealed that organisations aimed to gain, maintain, and repair
legitimacy by disclosing different types of forward-looking information. Firstly, forward-
looking information related to investments in sustainable product development was used by
organisations to gain legitimacy with various stakeholders (including suppliers and customers)
when developing new products or entering a new market. Secondly, this study found that
organisations regarded disclosing social matters concerning suppliers and customers, such as
inclusive procurement, responsible sourcing, and safety performance, as a way to maintain
legitimacy. This finding extended Mobus’ (2005) work by identifying a new way for
organisations to maintain legitimacy. Thirdly, this study reported that forward-looking
information disclosure was used to repair legitimacy when organisations forecasted a negative
performance outlook, which is consistent with Buhr (2002). This was done by disclosing
strategies and plans to reverse the negative effect of the damaged reputation. In this regard,
interviews demonstrated that forward-looking information disclosure was used by some
organisations as a pure legitimacy tool for reputation management. This behaviour happened
when the board only signed off the reports without actually involving in the reporting process
and/or when the management lacked awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness. These may lead
to organisations copying the content and format of peer organisations or industry leaders for
the purpose to reduce uncertainty and gain legitimacy from the external environment. Therefore,
the consistency between suppliers’ and customers’ needs and the level of forward-looking
information disclosure would enhance when peer organisations’ reports contained more

relevant information.

Deegan and Blomquist (2006, p.349) suggested that “there is much overlap between
stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory and to treat them as sharply discrete theories would
be wrong”. The above discussion demonstrates that organisations disclosed forward-looking
information concerning suppliers and customers to legitimise their business activities.
Furthermore, considering the discussion of the previous section (Section 8.2.1), by combining

stakeholder and resource dependency perspectives, this study highlighted that organisations
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adopted the approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking
information disclosure to legitimise the resource availability from various stakeholders. Hence,
empirical evidence in this study demonstrates a clear overlap between legitimacy theory,
stakeholder theory, and resource dependency theory.

8.2.3 The Role of IR in Promoting the Approach to Including Suppliers and Customers

Content analysis revealed little evidence of the role of IR in reporting decisions. However,
interviews provided evidence on the role of IR in forward-looking information disclosure from
the viewpoints of organisations and stakeholders. It was found that IR enabled reporting
practice changes to incorporate more meaningful discussions of value-relevant information and
more supplier and customer inclusive. Interviewees (IR preparers and other department
managers) acknowledged that IR brought new concepts about reporting, such as collaboration
between departments when preparing reports, the recognition of social and relational capitals,
and reconsidering value creation in a broader sense. In other words, considering these concepts
during the entire reporting process encouraged the incorporation of suppliers’ and customers’

interests into the forward-looking information disclosure.

Despite the fact that report preparers perceived IR was useful for promoting forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers, both report preparers and other
stakeholders raised issues about mandatory IR. For example, mandatory IR would result in a
“box-ticking” mentality (Section 7.2.3.1). In this case, driven by compliance concerns,
organisations will report more forward-looking information concerning suppliers and
customers without realising the value of such disclosures. In fact, South African organisations,
where IR is mandatory, did not disclose more forward-looking information and information
relating to suppliers and customers than those voluntary ones (Section 6.2.3). Hence,
mandatory IR may not be the best way to encourage more types of forward-looking information

disclosure and wider stakeholder inclusiveness, as IR intended.

Some report preparers claimed that the current <IR> Framework did not provide detailed
guidance on reporting to suppliers and customers. A rule-based framework was demanded if
the approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information
disclosure can be widely adopted. However, other interviewees were critical of rule-based
frameworks. These frameworks would make organisations ignore business uniqueness and

further improvements. Therefore, the desired framework for forward-looking information
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disclosure concerning suppliers and customers should leave flexibility to reporters. but certain

rules should be established for guiding organisations to determine the content of the disclosure.

To conclude, in response to RQ1, the above discussion highlights that organisations address
suppliers’ and customers’ needs in forward-looking information disclosure in the context of IR.
As the conceptual framework of this study presented (see Figure 1 (iv)), the findings of this
study indicated that discharging accountability and addressing legitimacy exposure drove an
organisation to incorporate suppliers’ and customers’ interests into forward-looking

information disclosure.

8.3 The Engagement of Suppliers and Customers with an Organisation on Forward-looking
Information Disclosure

Taking together the findings from content analysis (Chapter 6) and interview (Chapter 7), it
suggested that suppliers and customers played a critical role in forward-looking information
disclosure. In response to RQ2 “How do suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking
information disclosure in the context of IR?”, the following sub-sections discuss relevant
findings with theories regarding the aspects of information asymmetry, internal business

development, and constraints on forward-looking information.

8.3.1 Information Asymmetry Perspective

The findings of the content analysis indicated that responding to suppliers’ and customers’
forward-looking information demands was useful for maintaining the stability of the supply
chain. This was because suppliers and customers preferred to maintain trading relationships
with organisations that had positive prospects. The information asymmetry impedes suppliers
and customers to assess an organisation’s prospects; in this regard, forward-looking
information disclosure reduces such information asymmetry. Several types of forward-looking
information (e.g. long-term supplier relationships management and strategies dealing with
production and procurement) reduce information asymmetry between an organisation and its
suppliers and customers. The stability of the supply chain can be ensured when suppliers and
customers perceived the organisation with a positive outlook and reputation. Interviewees
(report prepares) confirmed this finding and claimed that forward-looking information
disclosure was useful in creating mutual benefits with supply chain partners because of the
reduced information asymmetry. From the transaction cost perspective, the reduced
information asymmetry impedes opportunistic behaviours between transaction parties and

therefore, receive mutual benefits (Williamson, 1979). Hence, forward-looking information
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disclosure is a way to reduce the information asymmetry between the organisation and its

suppliers and customers.

Apart from suppliers and customers, interviews further identified other stakeholders that
organisations considered when disclosing forward-looking information concerning suppliers
and customers. These stakeholders were investors, analysts, governments, and regulators. It
was found that investors and analysts demanded forward-looking information for a better
assessment of future performance and the value of the organisation, but they had low interest
and understanding of the role of suppliers and customers in forward-looking information
disclosure. Agency theory (Healy and Palepu, 2001; An et al., 2011) and the managerial branch
of stakeholder theory (Deegan, 2009) combined can provide explanations for this reporting
behaviour. That is, organisations consider investors are the most critical stakeholder for
survival and analysts’ forecasts influence investors’ investment decisions; therefore, investors’

information demands dominate the strategic decisions as to the content of reporting.

As for governments and regulators, regulations are expected to encourage organisations to
mandatorily and/or voluntarily disclose information so as to meet the “social contract” with
society (Cormier et al., 2004) and be acceptable by society (Chen and Roberts, 2010).
Interviewees who work within an organisation considered governments and regulators as
powerful stakeholders influencing reporting decisions on forward-looking information.
Standard-setters supported the critical role of governments and regulators in corporate
reporting reform, in this case, the approach to including suppliers and customers when making

forward-looking information disclosure.

8.3.2 Internal Business Development

Suppliers and customers played a critical role in internal business development for
organisations and information related to business development and such a role was reflected in
the forward-looking information disclosure. The content analysis indicated that sustainability
was given high priority for business development and was the most disclosed forward-looking
information category. Suppliers and customers had a significant influence on the organisational
sustainability strategy establishment and implementation, as well as the content of
sustainability reporting. In turn, organisations used organisational reports to show how they
manage sustainability along the whole supply chain to stakeholders. Interview data provided
supplementary evidence to this finding and found inadequate attention to incorporating

sustainability into strategy in some organisations. Interviews further identified that making
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more organisations attach importance to the sustainable supply chain and relevant disclosures
required a change of mindsets towards sustainability. This change needs the assistance of

professionals.

Based on both quantitative and qualitative data in content analysis, organisations paid
significant attention to risk management and reported different types of risk and associated risk
strategies. The high disclosure rate (85%) of supply chain-related risks indicated the
importance of suppliers and customers in risk disclosure. According to sample reports,
organisations had recognised the consequences of the inability to manage supply chain risks
and relationships with suppliers and customers, such as increased costs and affections on
production. Interviews extended the influence of suppliers and customers on disclosures of
risks to uncertainties. The motivations for disclosing risks and uncertainties related to suppliers
and customers were to (1) inform stakeholders about strategies and plans to deal with disclosed
supply chain risks and (2) secure future income under uncertainties by raising stakeholder
confidence. This finding echoes the fact that organisations with a future-oriented reporting
strategy are likely to disclose third-party (suppliers and customers) risks as prospects and

supply chain continuity are highly interdependent (Hill and Short, 2009).

According to the findings of content analysis and interviews, suppliers and customers also
influenced the forward-looking information disclosure regarding product/service
developments and business innovation. Engaging with suppliers and customers had become a
mechanism for transforming their tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge, which is in line
with prior studies (e.g. Power, 2004; Modi and Mabert, 2007; Herrera, 2016). In addition,
forward-looking information disclosure was recognised by organisations as an alternative way
to communicate business innovation and value creation through collaboration with suppliers
and customers. The dependency on suppliers and customers for resources (both tangible and
intangible resources) motivated the forward-looking information disclosure concerning

business development.

8.3.3 Constraints on Forward-looking Information Disclosure

The conceptual framework (Figure 1 (iv)) of this study argued that forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers was not a primary reporting
practice. It was constrained by proprietary costs, litigation costs, agency problems,
commitment costs, and reporting standards. Through the content analysis and interviews,

several constraints on this reporting practice were identified.
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Quantitative analysis in content analysis indicated a relatively lower disclosure rate of specific
forward-looking items regarding suppliers and customers, such as suppliers and customers
satisfaction (25%), relationships in the long run (54%), and partnerships (56%) (refer to Figure
4). Interviews with report preparers discovered that proprietary cost concern was the main
constraint discouraging organisations to disclose these types of information which contain
value-relevant private information. Since organisations did not prefer to be exposed to
competitors and/or fear losing competitive advantage in product markets, they would be
cautious when deciding the level of disclosing private information.

As for the forward-looking category of Outlook, quantitative data of content analysis
demonstrated a significant variation in terms of the disclosure rates of positive performance
outlook (83%) and negative performance outlook (24%) (refer to Figure 3). The qualitative
analysis of organisational reports indicated that the dependency of an organisation for resources
on its (key) suppliers and customers encouraged organisations to signal positive prospects. It
also suggested that organisations may strategically select which risk categories to disclose to
avoid the negative effect on corporate image and prospects. This was because risk disclosure
may be perceived as a negative factor influencing an organisation’s performance outlook.
Interviews provided supporting evidence in this regard and further revealed that selective
disclosures aimed at legitimate business activities; and may result in misleading stakeholders
about an organisation’s prospects. Moreover, interviewees who are from organisations claimed
that litigation costs discouraged disclosing factors that negatively influence future performance,

especially those unnecessary ones.

Cost of reporting was another constraint on forward-looking information disclosure as
identified during interviews. The cost of forward-looking information disclosure involved both
internal and external costs, including data collection, communication with stakeholders,
auditing costs, and litigation costs as just mentioned. Although these costs constrained forward-
looking information disclosure to some extent, most interviewees had realised the longer-term

benefits which balance reporting costs.

The lack of reporting standards/framework was another obstacle to forward-looking
information disclosure, although the <IR> Framework provides guidance on this reporting
practice. Interviews revealed that there was a slow development of the approach to including
suppliers and customers when making forward-looking information disclosure, the challenge

was to develop an effective means of reporting. Most advocates of rule-based frameworks were
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report preparers who demanded detailed guidance for judging customers and suppliers on
forward-looking issues. Other interviewees, including both report prepares and stand-setters,
were critical of rule-based frameworks and argued that these frameworks made organisations
ignore business uniqueness. Hence, the contradicted opinions on the framework development

constrained the forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.

To conclude, in response to RQ2, suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s strategy
developments, including sustainability/risk strategy, product development strategy, and
reporting strategy. These developments are reflected in the forward-looking information
disclosure. As the conceptual framework of this study proposed (Figure 1), the influence of
suppliers and customers on forward-looking information disclosure can be explained by
stakeholder theory, resource dependency theory, transaction cost theory, signalling theory, and

legitimacy theory.

8.4 The Characteristics that Enhance the Credibility of Forward-looking Information
Disclosure Concerning Suppliers and Customers

This section discusses the findings of the credibility of current forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers practices through the lens of the conceptual
framework (Figure 1). In this regard, the factors that influenced an organisation’s effort to
enhance the disclosure credibility are analysed through qualitative content analysis and
interviews and discussed in relation to findings based on quantitative data. To fully address
RQ3 (What characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers?), the discussion about assurance, the implementation of
internal control systems for reporting process, stakeholder engagement, and materiality are
presented in the following sub-sections. Finally, the role of IR in enhancing the credibility of

forward-looking information disclosure is discussed.

8.4.1 Assurance

The content analysis based on quantitative data indicated that assurance (both internal and
external assurance) was the most used mechanism by organisations (73%) to enhance the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.
Quialitative content analysis revealed that the internal audit function was a distinct governance
mechanism to increase governance transparency and reporting credibility to external
stakeholders. Through interviews, the role of internal audit in reporting credibility was seen in

the aspects of overseeing data measurement, data monitoring, and consistency of disclosed
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forward-looking information. Interviews also confirmed another finding of content analysis
that organisations tended to provide assurance (both internal and external assurance) on
specific forward-looking information categories (i.e. sustainability and risk information).
According to report preparers, sustainability information and risk information was easy to audit,
especially quantifiable ones as there were auditing procedures on these issues, and these
procedures were understandable to investors. As the conceptual framework (Figure 1 (vi))
proposed, the implementation of appropriate corporate governance mechanisms (e.g. internal
and external audits) enhances the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure

concerning suppliers and customers.

8.4.2 Internal Control System for Reporting Process

The quantitative content analysis illustrated that, under Reporting process category, forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers achieved a high level of
reliability (82%), but a low level of completeness (22%) and ignored the identification of
sources of information (23%) (Figure 5). Qualitative analysis of the organisational reports
indicated that organisations had implemented internal control systems for reliable sources of
information. Organisations did not identify sources of data in the organisational reports because
of the difficulty to communicate the data collection process to external stakeholders. Interviews
with report preparers found that report users with limited knowledge about reporting may not
reward organisations for making more forward-looking information without knowing the
preparer’s intention. Yet, no feedback or queries from stakeholders about any types of forward-
looking information disclosure had been received by interviewed organisations. That is,
organisations were unwilling to disclose sources of data regarding forward-looking information
in the report because stakeholders showed limited interest in these issues. It also implied that
organisations were satisfied with the current situation of no feedback and left the approach to
forward-looking information disclosure unchanged. Ineffective communication on forward-
looking issues may result in an unfavourable effect on the stakeholders’ perceptions of the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure, especially that concerning suppliers and

customers.

In terms of completeness, interviews confirmed that the disclosure of forward-looking
information concerning suppliers and customers was incomplete. These interviewees saw
supplier and customer engagement during reporting process as one of the mechanisms to
enhance completeness as more stakeholders’ information demands were incorporated in the

disclosures. However, these organisations may purposely select positive information to
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disclose in the reports. This inevitably reduced the completeness of overall forward-looking
information disclosure. In this regard, other stakeholders agreed that reporting framework
advancement and regulation reform were necessary to achieve completeness at an acceptable

level in practice.

In addition, quantitative data showed that most organisations’ forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers (70%) displayed the characteristic of
“measurement and monitor” (see Figure 3). Specifically, these organisations disclosed monitor
process (78%), assessment methods and underlying assumptions (73%), and both quantitative
and qualitative KPIs (60%) (refer to Figure 5). Qualitative analysis of organisational reports
indicated that disclosing detailed measurements and monitoring processes enabled
organisations to identify internal strengths and weaknesses and incorporating non-financial
KPIs into performance measurement had become a corporate strategy. Interviews further
identified that a rigorous monitoring process was considered by report preparers and
stakeholders of great importance to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Interviewees perceived that a rigorous
monitoring process was a mechanism to ensure the consistency and comparability of disclosed
information. However, organisations may manipulate the information or avoid disclosing
negative effects in the reports if any inconsistency was found. Moreover, the overall
comparability of forward-looking information disclosure was low. This was because
organisations and stakeholders paid more attention to the comparability of data within an
organisation and overlooked the cross-organisation comparability. Interviewees agreed that
regulations should take a role in detecting and solving these reporting issues; otherwise, the

credibility of forward-looking information would be compromised.

8.4.3 Stakeholder Engagement

The content analysis based on quantitative data indicated that 91% of organisations disclosed
communications and dialogues with stakeholders while only 44% of them reported actions
taken in response to stakeholders’ needs (refer to Figure 5). The results implied that stakeholder
engagement was employed to be a legitimate tool which may not enhance the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Yet, qualitative
analysis of organisational reports showed that stakeholder engagement can indirectly enhance
disclosure credibility. This was because stakeholder engagement was recognised by
organisations as an indicator of good corporate governance, and therefore, improved corporate

governance can enhance the credibility of disclosure. In addition, both content analysis using
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qualitative data and interviews with report preparers revealed that stakeholder engagement was
mostly used for information collection, business and strategy development, and discharging
accountability. It is possible that organisations did not disclose detailed actions in response to
stakeholders’ concerns because these may involve sensitive information. Other stakeholders
did not perceive simply describing the stakeholder engagement process as a signal of enhancing
the credibility of disclosures, rather it was a signal of symbolic action. Hence, there is a risk
that current stakeholder engagement may be employed by organisations as a legitimate tool to
discharge accountability instead of a mechanism to enhance the credibility of forward-looking

information disclosure, especially that concerning suppliers and customers.

8.4.4 Lack of Rigorous Materiality Determination Process

Content analysis indicated that materiality (38%) was the least displayed characteristic of
credibility (Figure 3). The quantitative data further identified that organisations identified
materiality matters (60%) in the reports but were unwilling to disclose key personnel in the
identification of material matters (16%) (Figure 5). It implied a lack of a rigorous materiality
determination process. Furthermore, based on qualitative analysis of organisational reports,
organisations that disclosed key personnel in the identification of material matters showed
better understanding and clearer materiality determination process. In this regard, interviews
provided reasons for the inadequate disclosure of materiality. According to report preparers,
the disclosure of material issues was compliance-driven, and additional detailed disclosure with
analysis was a cost burden to organisations. Moreover, from the interviews, an excuse that
already wordy organisational reports made it rather difficult to articulate the complicated
materiality determination process was revealed. The unclear materiality determination process
may result in materiality disclosure being used by organisations as a pure legitimacy tool
(Puroila and Mékeld, 2019). Other stakeholders agreed that materiality disclosure enhances the
overall credibility of an organisation’s reports. Yet, current materiality disclosure practices
should be improved. To enhance materiality disclosure practice, interviewees who work in
professional bodies claimed that education on broader materiality impacts on companies and
society was a solution. Considering the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 4, the
disclosure of materiality matters without a detailed process may be perceived by stakeholders
as a pure legitimacy tool as they are costless signals. Hence, it indicates an interrelation

between legitimacy theory and signalling theory.
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8.4.5 The Role of IR in Enhancing the Credibility of Forward-looking Information Disclosure
The content analysis based on quantitative data illustrated that the “connectivity of information”
was the second most displayed credibility characteristic of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers (71%, see Figure 3). Specifically, most
organisations linked forward-looking information to governance (98%) and strategy (91%),
while only 24% of them made this linkage to capitals (Figure 5). Qualitative analysis of
organisational reports indicated that IR contributed to the high disclosure rates of linking
forward-looking information to governance and strategy as connectivity is one of the guiding
principles of the <IR> Framework (IIRC, 2013; 2021). As for this linkage to capitals,
organisations’ insufficient knowledge about the concept of “multiple capitals” resulted in fewer
organisations presenting the connectivity between forward-looking information and capitals.
Interviews found that both report preparers and stakeholders perceived connectivity of
information as one of the main characteristics of disclosure credibility, especially connected
with governance and strategy. Presenting the connectivity of information in the reports was
seen by report preparers as an outcome of integrated thinking which was inspired by IR.
Interviews further revealed that organisations were cautious about linking forward-looking
information to capitals due to the fear of losing competitive advantages and the
misinterpretation of report readers. According to report preparers, “multiple capitals” was
relevant to value creation and any trade-off between capitals would be interpreted as a negative
performance forecast if readers did not have enough knowledge about multiple capitals. Based
on the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 4, stakeholders’ perceptions of the

credibility of disclosed information have a great impact on an organisation’s disclosure strategy.

In terms of other characteristics of credibility, qualitative analysis of organisational reports
revealed that the adoption of IR encouraged organisations to acknowledge the concept of
materiality. Interviews confirmed the role of IR in promoting the materiality concept in
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers, although there
was still a lack of rigorous materiality determination process as mentioned in Section 8.4.4.
Furthermore, interviews found that transparency and completeness of overall forward-looking
information disclosure had increased after applying the <IR> Framework since more diverse
information was incorporated into the reports. In conclusion, IR plays a role in enhancing the

credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.

To conclude, in response to RQ3, the above discussion highlights that organisations have

implemented several mechanisms to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information
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disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. As the conceptual framework of this study
(Figure 1 (vi)) pointed out, an organisation’s decision on the implementation of credibility-
enhancing mechanisms is related to market competition, legitimacy concerns, signalling effects,
and the structure of corporate governance.

8.5 Summary of the Chapter
This chapter presents a cross-methods analysis and interprets the findings in relation to the

conceptual framework (Figure 1) to reach a generalised conclusion for the research questions.

As for RQ1 “How well does forward-looking information disclosed by organisations address
suppliers’ and customers’ information needs in the context of IR?”, the findings suggest that
suppliers and customers have influences on forward-looking information disclosure. However,
whether an organisation would adopt the approach to including suppliers and customers when
making forward-looking information disclosure depends on its internal management decisions.
These decisions include the board involvement in the reporting process, reporting strategy, and
stakeholder engagement. Furthermore, this study argues that these internal management
decisions are influenced by stakeholder pressure and legitimacy concerns. In this regard, the
awareness of stakeholder accountability drives the incorporation of the interests of suppliers
and customers into the forward-looking information disclosure. In addition, this reporting
behaviour is stimulated by the desires of organisations to gain, maintain, and repair legitimacy.
It is also argued that the dependency of organisations on suppliers and customers for resources
contributes to the adoption of the approach to including suppliers and customers when making

forward-looking information disclosure.

In addressing RQ2 “How do suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information
disclosure in the context of IR”, as the conceptual framework (Figure 1) of this study suggests,
the findings indicate that suppliers and customers engage in an organisation’s forward-looking
information disclosure in many aspects. The dependency of organisations on suppliers and
customers for resources makes these stakeholders have the power to influence an organisation’s
reporting and strategic decisions. These decisions are reflected in the forward-looking
information disclosure. The additional information concerning suppliers and customers reduces
information asymmetry, assisting organisations to secure resources from these stakeholders.
Furthermore, opportunism is the main concern of every supply chain party when making
transactions, reduced information asymmetry is useful in alleviating this concern (Williamson,

1979). In this regard, the results suggest that, as posited, making forward-looking information
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disclosure enables supply chain parties to receive mutual benefits. In addition, additional
forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers enhances reputation and
image to other stakeholders, including investors, analysts, governments, and regulators. The
findings also reveal the influence of suppliers and customers on an organisation’s internal
business development and relevant disclosures, including sustainability development, risk
management, and product/service innovation. However, although suppliers and customers have
an influence on forward-looking information, findings demonstrate several constraints of this
reporting practice. Proprietary cost is one of the main concerns as forward-looking information
concerning suppliers and customers involves value-relevant sensitive information for business
development and disclosing this information may result in losing competitive advantages. Cost
of reporting is another concern, but some organisations have recognised the longer-term
benefits which balance reporting costs. Finally, the <IR> Framework is argued to be
insufficient for promoting the approach to including suppliers and customers when making
forward-looking information disclosure. The desired framework for forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers should leave flexibility to reporters
but certain rules should be established for guiding organisations to determine the content of the

disclosure. Meanwhile, the relevant regulation should keep pace with the reporting reform.

Regarding RQ3 “What characteristics enhance the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers?”, the conceptual framework (Figure 1 (vi)) of
this study indicates that organisations would implement several mechanisms to enhance the
credibility of forward-looking information for the purpose of signalling performance and
legitimacy. In line with the conceptual framework of this study, this study identifies several
mechanisms. Assurance is the most used one since stakeholders perceive assurance as a costly
signal; thus, enhancing the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning
suppliers and customers. Furthermore, internal control systems for reporting process enhance
disclosure credibility. This is because a solid procedure for data measurement and monitoring
increases the reliability of the disclosed information, especially when non-financial KPIs are
incorporated for performance measurement. Moreover, stakeholder engagement is seen by
organisations as an indicator of good corporate governance and enhances disclosure credibility.
However, the lack of disclosure about how organisations respond to stakeholders’ concerns
makes stakeholder engagement to be perceived by stakeholders as a legitimate tool to discharge
accountability. In addition, the results also indicated a lack of rigorous materiality

determination and reporting process, which reduces the credibility of forward-looking
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information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Furthermore, organisations and
stakeholders are more interested in the comparability of data within an organisation rather than
cross-organisation comparability due to the difficulties in data collection. The overall
comparability should be improved, otherwise, it will ultimately decrease the credibility of
reporting. Finally, IR is in enhancing the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers. The findings identify some characteristics of credibility
that have been enhanced because of the adoption of IR although there is still a lot of room for
progress, such as materiality, connectivity, completeness, and transparency. The perceived
benefits of IR by organisations regarding the credibility of disclosures indicate the potential for

IR adoption.
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CHAPTER NINE: CONCLUSION

9.1 Introduction

Responding to stakeholders’ increasing demands for more sophisticated information to assess
an organisation’s performance, this thesis explores the influence of suppliers and customers on
forward-looking information disclosure and the credibility of this disclosure practice in the
context of IR. This research combines three theories (i.e. stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory,
and signalling theory) to thoroughly explain the motivations for incorporating the suppliers’
and customers’ interests into disclosures. The findings confirm the explanations offered by
these three theories as being applicable to forward-looking information disclosure.
Organisations use forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers
to signal their commitments to discharging stakeholder accountability and addressing
legitimacy exposures. In addition, organisations are aware that these signalling effects critically
depend on stakeholders’ perceptions of the credibility of relevant disclosures. Hence,
organisations have incentives to disclose both credible and misleading forward-looking
information for impression management. In this regard, the desired framework for forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers should leave flexibility to
reporters, but certain rules should be established for guiding organisations to determine the
content of the disclosure. The level of regulation needs to be balanced with the

misrepresentation and promotion of forward-looking information disclosure.

This chapter discusses the summary of results and findings, the implications of the findings,
the limitations of this study, and the scope for future research. In this chapter, Section 9.2
presents a summary of the results and findings in response to each RQ as introduced in Chapter
1. Section 9.3 presents the implications of the findings with respect to the theoretical
assumptions developed in Chapter 4 and practical implications. Section 9.4 describes the
contribution of this study to the literature, followed by the limitations of this study and the
scope for future research presented in Section 9.5 and Section 9.6 respectively. Section 9.7

presents the final concluding remarks of this thesis.

9.2 Summary of Results and Findings

In exploring the reporting practice of forward-looking information disclosure concerning
suppliers and customers, this thesis addresses three RQs: 1. Whether suppliers and customers
influence an organisation’s decision on forward-looking information disclosure in the context

of IR?; RQ2: How do suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information
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disclosure in the context of IR?; and RQ3: What characteristics enhance the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers?. The response to

each RQ is presented in the following sections.

9.2.1 Motivations to Consider Suppliers and Customers When Making Forward-looking
Information Disclosure

Organisations have different motivations to enhance the consistency between suppliers’ and
customers’ needs and the level of forward-looking information disclosure. A summary of

findings is presented as follows.

1) To discharge accountability to suppliers and customers as they are primary stakeholders.
The dependency on suppliers and customers for resources acts as a driver for
organisations to incorporate the interests of suppliers and customers into forward-
looking information disclosure.

2) To address legitimacy exposures. Legitimacy concerns force organisations to disclose
forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers. Forward-looking
information related to sustainable product development is used by organisations to gain
legitimacy with various stakeholders (including suppliers and customers) when
developing new products or entering a new market. Organisations see disclosing social
matters concerning suppliers and customers (e.g. inclusive procurement, responsible
sourcing, and safety performance) as a means to maintain legitimacy. forward-looking
information disclosure is used as a tool to repair legitimacy when organisations
forecasted a negative performance outlook.

3) To reduce the concern of opportunism. When making transactions with suppliers and
customers, organisations disclose forward-looking information concerning suppliers
and customers to show their willingness to build long-term trusted relationships with
them. This disclosure helps both sides of the supply chain to receive mutual benefits

from transactions.

9.2.2 Factors Influence the Adoption of the Approach to Including Suppliers and Customers
When Making Forward-looking Information Disclosure

Whether an organisation adopts the approach to including suppliers and customers when
making forward-looking information disclosure appears as an internal management concern.
Several factors influence this internal management decision. These factors are summarised as

follows.
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1)

2)

3)

A rigorous reporting process encourages the adoption of the approach to supplier and
customer inclusiveness when making forward-looking information disclosure. A
rigorous reporting process requires board involvement, collaboration among different
functions within an organisation, and the awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness during
the entire reporting process.

The level of stakeholder engagement affects the extent to which the interests of
suppliers and customers are incorporated into the forward-looking information
disclosure. More in-depth engagement with suppliers and customers is more likely that
an organisation would adopt the approach to supplier and customer inclusiveness when
making forward-looking information disclosure. This is because engagement with
suppliers and customers enhances the awareness of organisations regarding stakeholder
issues/perspectives.

Organisations consider external factors, such as regulation and reporting frameworks,
when selecting the approach to forward-looking information disclosure. The desired
framework for forward-looking information disclosure should leave flexibility to
reporters, but certain rules should be established for guiding organisations to determine

the content of the disclosure.

9.2.3 The Role of Suppliers and Customers in Forward-looking Information Disclosure

Suppliers and customers play a critical role in forward-looking information disclosure as they

influence an organisation’s strategy development and implementation, business development,

reputation management, and cost management. The summary of the findings is presented as

follows:

1)

2)

Suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s strategic decisions and relevant
reporting. Organisations have recognised the importance of the supply chain to
achieving SDGs, relevant strategy development, and relevant disclosures. Besides,
suppliers and customers influence risk strategy and disclosures. Furthermore,
collaborating/engaging with suppliers and customers is a strategy to deal with
uncertainties created by dynamic technology and market trends, and the disclosure of
such information is used to raise stakeholder confidence under uncertainties.

Suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s business development, including
business model innovation and innovation in products and processes. It takes consistent

communication with supply chain partners to achieve these business developments.
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forward-looking information disclosure is an alternative channel for organisations to
inform suppliers and customers regarding these innovation processes.

3) The approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-looking
information disclosure enhances an organisation’s reputation and image. This is
achieved by reducing information asymmetry with stakeholders as more value-relevant
information is disclosed. In addition, both organisations and stakeholders perceive that
this approach can specifically enhance the ESG/CSR reputation.

4) Managing supplier and customer relationships is crucial to an organisation’s cost
management. Specific costs influenced by suppliers and customers identified in this
study are risk management costs and the cost of reporting. Effective supply chain risk
management reduces these types of costs. In this regard, organisations consider risk
disclosure a benefit rather than a compliance burden. As for the cost of reporting,
although voluntarily reporting forward-looking information and information relevant
to suppliers and customers are costly to organisations, they have recognised longer-

term returns and benefits which balance reporting costs.

9.2.4 The Characteristics that Enhance the Credibility of Forward-looking Information
Disclosure Concerning Suppliers and Customers

Current forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers displays
several characteristics of credibility. Organisations have implemented mechanisms in each
stage of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers to ensure

the credibility of disclosed information. Details are summarised as follows:

1) In the report preparation process, organisations claim that they enhance the credibility
of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers by
implementing mechanisms regarding data collection, materiality, transparency, and
completeness. A solid procedure for data measurement and monitoring increases the
reliability of the disclosed information, especially when non-financial KPls are
incorporated for performance measurement. A lack of rigorous materiality
determination and reporting process is found in this study, even though organisations
claim that the disclosure of materiality matters has improved. However, the
transparency and completeness of forward-looking information have not been achieved
at an acceptable level since most organisations do not disclose the source of information

and may purposely ignore unfavourable forward-looking information in the reports.
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2)

3)

4)

1)

Assurance, including both internal and external assurance, is seen as the most
distinctive characteristic that enhances the credibility of forward-looking information
disclosure concerning suppliers and customers by both organisations and stakeholders.
This is because assurance is a costly signal for organisations to show their commitment
to enhancing the credibility of disclosed information. However, the assurance is limited
to disclosures of sustainability information and risk information.

Stakeholder engagement is another displayed characteristic of credibility in forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. On the one hand,
organisations see stakeholder engagement as an indicator of good corporate governance
and can enhance disclosure credibility. On the other hand, the lack of disclosure about
how organisations respond to stakeholders’ concerns makes stakeholder engagement to
be perceived by stakeholders as a legitimate tool to discharge accountability.

When presenting the forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers, three characteristics of credibility are identified in this study, namely
connectivity, consistency, and comparability. Firstly, connecting forward-looking
information with governance and strategy is used most by organisations to show
disclosure credibility. Yet, few organisations report connectivity with capitals because
of the limited knowledge about the concept of “multiple capitals” of both organisations
and stakeholders. Secondly, a rigorous reporting process ensured the consistency of
forward-looking information. However, organisations may manipulate the information
or avoid disclosing negative effects in the reports if any inconsistency was found.
Thirdly, organisations and stakeholders are more interested in the comparability of data

within an organisation rather than cross-organisation comparability.

9.2.5 The Role of IR in Improving Forward-looking Information Disclosure Concerning
Suppliers and Customers

IR has an impact on the adoption of the approach to including suppliers and customers when
making forward-looking information disclosure. IR also helps enhance the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Details are

presented as follows:

IR enables reporting practice changes to incorporate more meaningful discussions of
value-relevant information. This reporting change is achieved through collaboration

between departments during the entire reporting process.
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2) IR plays some role in enhancing the management’s awareness of stakeholder
inclusiveness (even some organisations claim that stakeholder inclusiveness has long
been a business culture before adopting IR). Specifically, the concept of “social and
relational capital” and “value creation” as set out in the <IR> Framework encourage
organisations to incorporate more supplier- and customer-related information into
forward-looking information.

3) The guiding principles and content elements in the <IR> Framework enhance the
credibility of forward-looking information in different aspects. IR promoted the
disclosure of materiality matters, although current reporting practice is still at a low
level of materiality disclosures. Furthermore, by applying the <IR> Framework,
organisations claim that the disclosure of connectivity of information has improved.
Yet, the disclosure rate of the connectivity between forward-looking information and

capitals is low.

9.2.6 The Patterns of Forward-looking Information Disclosure in Five Sample Countries

The patterns of forward-looking information disclosure amongst five sample countries present
both similarities and differences. In terms of similarities, organisations in all countries disclose
much information in relation to sustainability and risks, including strategies and relevant KPIs.
Furthermore, all organisations disclose relatively less information about supplier and customer
satisfaction and supplier and customer relationships in the long run. As for the differences,
there are considerable variations in respect of disclosures concerning strategic objectives (long-
term objectives and strategies to achieve them through resource allocation plan), investment
(R&D in products and services), and outlook (different aspects of outlook including challenges
and uncertainties). Specifically, Japanese organisations disclose the most strategic objectives
while they disclosed much less information about outlook than other countries. Moreover,
German organisations make more disclosures about investment and outlook than others.
Finally, South African and Singapore organisations disclose less information relating to

strategic objectives and investments.

9.3 Implication of the Findings
9.3.1 Theoretical Implications
Three complementary theories, namely stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and signalling
theory, are utilised to explain the inherent reasons for considering the interests of suppliers and

customers when organisations make forward-looking information disclosure decisions. The
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proposed theoretical framework predicts that suppliers and customers play a role in forward-
looking information disclosure since organisations have incentives to manage stakeholder
relationships, address legitimacy exposures, and reduce information asymmetry. This study
suggests that organisations have recognised supplies and customers as primary stakeholders
that hold critical resources for organisations’ survival. Organisations have also realised that
they hold accountability to suppliers and customers. To better manage relationships with
suppliers and customers, organisations apply the approach to including suppliers and customers
when making forward-looking information disclosure. Hence, this reporting behaviour closes
the boundary between the managerial branch and the accountability branch of stakeholder

theory (Gray et al., 1996; Deegan and Unerman, 2006).

Furthermore, organisations disclose forward-looking information concerning suppliers and
customers to gain, maintain, and repair legitimacy as organisational legitimacy helps
organisations gain resources from society. Moreover, this study demonstrates that
organisations disclosing forward-looking information concerning suppliers and customers is a
signal of reducing information asymmetry with various stakeholders. However, organisations
tend to signal positive forward-looking information for impression management or even
manipulate stakeholders’ perceptions of further performance. Consistent with the research
expectation, it appears that the costly disclosures (e.g. disclosures with commitments and
misleading disclosure results in severe consequences) enhance the perceived credibility of
disclosed forward-looking information by stakeholders. Management is aware of the influence
of signalling on their stakeholders and the influence critically depends on the credibility
perceived by these stakeholders.

9.3.2 Practical Implications

9.3.2.1 Implications for Management

This thesis places great attention on an existing problem that management is facing regarding
stakeholders’ expectations and satisfaction with respect to the content of forward-looking
information disclosure and its credibility in IR. The conceptual framework (Figure 1) depicts
how suppliers and customers engage with forward-looking information disclosure in IR. It
introduces a range of factors (including internal and external factors) being considered by
organisations when making reporting decisions, especially IR decisions. These factors assist
the management in developing and delivering reporting strategies to address more stakeholders’
information needs. However, current integrated reports may not contain the information

requested by all stakeholders due to the conflicting interests of stakeholders. Furthermore, the
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deficiency of the information collection process through stakeholder engagement may also
cause incomplete disclosures. Then the problem of perceived disclosure credibility by

stakeholders may follow.

The management can benefit from the implications of this thesis as it illustrates the usefulness
of the supplier and customer inclusive approach to reporting applied by current IR adopters in
extending the forward-looking information disclosure and enhancing its credibility. It is shown
from the findings that the management’s awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness when making
reporting decisions facilitates effective stakeholder engagement and enhances the
completeness of disclosures. In addition, management must reinforce a relationship of trust
with stakeholders, the approach to including suppliers and customers when making forward-
looking information disclosure could be a viable way to build this trust via increased
governance transparency and reporting credibility. Any management team that goes beyond
the bounds of legal requirements by reporting more suppliers and customers relevant forward-
looking information and/or additional commitments is likely to considerably improve its
credibility among stakeholders. IR should facilitate stakeholders to realise the management’s
purposes and to understand the organisation’s future value creation process. In addition, better
knowledge about the forward-looking information disclosure helps stakeholders to take a

longer-term view of the organisation’s capital allocation plans and business value assessment.

However, it is possible that amplified disclosure may lead to excessive information from
stakeholders’ perspectives and any such result could disprove some of the benefits debated
above. In more detail, the extended forward-looking information disclosure in the integrated
report concerning suppliers and customers may decrease an organisation’s competitive
advantages as additional information is exposed to competitors. This has raised some concerns
amongst organisations. Some also fear that the increasing demand for forward-looking
information could force organisations to expose to the threat of litigation. Hence, organisations
need to understand which categories/items of forward-looking information are demanded and
the commitments are appreciated as efforts to enhance the credibility of disclosure. Without
such understanding, management would take fright at the call for forward-looking information
disclosure. Moreover, simply release general statements about future revealing litter or just add

noise to the reporting process.

Sheltering in bland information makes no benefit to stakeholders or organisations themselves.

Hence, voluntary forward-looking information disclosure along with a number of risks for
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organisations that fail to implement a rigorous reporting process. Nevertheless, forward-
looking information disclosure in IR should bring real business benefits, enhance relationships
with stakeholders, and increase efficiencies resulting from the appropriate reporting and

communication strategies, governance, and board effectiveness.

9.3.2.2 Implications for Standard-setters

The interrelationships in the conceptual framework (Figure 1) can inform national and global
discussions on the appropriateness of current reporting frameworks (e.g. <IR> Framework) to
achieve supplier and customer inclusiveness. The cross-country comparison allows an
assessment of the extent to which different national contexts with differing governance and
regulations leads to different reporting decisions on forward-looking information disclosures.
New understandings arising from this thesis are recommendations for reporting framework
developments which facilitate greater alignment of suppliers’ and customers’ needs with
forward-looking information disclosure. Thus, the outcomes of this thesis have implications
for standard-setters (e.g. VRF and IIRC). Firstly, the desired framework for forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers should leave flexibility to reporters,
but certain rules should be established for guiding organisations to determine the content of the
disclosure. Secondly, most organisations report against the concepts and principles identified
in the relevant frameworks (e.g. <IR> Framework) without detailed explanations, such as
materiality determination process, outlook, and stakeholder engagement. Furthermore, the
current forward-looking information disclosure lacks comparability across organisations.
Therefore, to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure, the reporting
framework should clarify the expected level and extent of information disclosure. Thirdly,
although IR appears to have influenced the mindset of the management being stakeholder-
inclusive and future-driven, organisations are still facing difficulties in changing towards a
more forward-looking approach to reporting. Therefore, the <IR> Framework needs to be
clearer to increase its influence on forward-looking information disclosure and promote IR

adoption.

9.4 Contribution to the Literature

First, this thesis contributes to the literature on the factors that influence the extent of forward-
looking information disclosure, especially in the context of IR (Li, 2010; Wang and Hussainey,
2013; Burks et al., 2018). Most relevant studies focused on the influence of corporate
characteristics (e.g. corporate size, profitability, leverage, sector grouping, and cross-listing)

(Kilig and Kuzey, 2018; Menicucci 2018) or general contextual factors (e.g. social, political
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and economic factors, country of origin, and media pressure) (Simnett et al., 2009; Chan et al.,
2014) on forward-looking information disclosure. Less studies (Abad and Bravo, 2018; Garcia-
Sanchez et al., 2019) focused on internal factors (governance structure and reporting process).
This study shows that stakeholders, particularly suppliers and customers, have a great impact
on forward-looking information disclosure in IR. This study also identifies factors that
influence the adoption and implementation of the approach to including suppliers and
customers when making forward-looking information disclosure. Hence, this attempt to fill the
research gap facilitates future exploration of changes in management accounting.

Second, the findings of this thesis have strengthened the understanding of the role of suppliers
and customers in forward-looking information disclosure, which is a less researched area. In
the literature, forward-looking information disclosure had been used as a tool to manage
supplier and customer relationships (Fontana and Egels-Zandén, 2019) and respond to diverse
stakeholders’ information demands (Bellucci et al., 2019). This study provides additional
explanations of this reporting behaviour and identifies further insights into the role of suppliers
and customers in forward-looking information disclosure by using both quantitative and
qualitative data. The findings indicate that suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s
strategic decisions in the long run. In turn, organisations are motivated to report these strategies
and plans to discharge stakeholder accountability, address legitimacy exposures, and influence

stakeholders’ perceptions of the organisation’s prospects.

Third, this thesis adds empirical evidence to the knowledge about the mechanisms used to
enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure (Athanasakou and
Hussainey, 2014; Bozanic et al., 2018). This study also extended this research line to forward-
looking information disclosure specifically concerning suppliers and customers in the context
of IR. According to the literature, assurance was the most used mechanism to enhance the
credibility of forward-looking information disclosure. In general, forward-looking information
disclosure lacked credibility and served organisations’ own interests (Dou et al., 2013;
Quintana-Garcia et al., 2021). Furthermore, the area of perceptions of stakeholders regarding
the credibility of forward-looking information is under-researched and there is no clear
conclusion (Bozanic et al., 2018; Menicucci, 2018). The content analysis of organisational
reports in this study indicates that, in addition to assurance, presenting connectivity of
information is another distinctive characteristic of credibility. Besides, there is a lack of
comparability and disclosure about the materiality determination process. Interviews reveal

that the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
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customers can be improved through the entire reporting process. Stakeholder engagement is
perceived by some stakeholders as a symbolic action since most organisations do not report
detailed plans to respond to stakeholders’ demands. Hence, the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers has not been achieved at an
acceptable level unless more details about the reporting process and organisations’ responses

to forward-looking issues are provided.

Fourth, this thesis contributes to the ongoing debates around IR. Some studies doubted the
usefulness of IR in driving organisational change (Flower, 2015; Higgins et al., 2019). In
response to this doubt, this study suggests that IR enables integrated thinking and better
resource allocation, although some organisations claim that integrated thinking has already a
business culture rather than a sudden change after adopting IR. In addition, multiple studies
(e.g. Brown and Dillard, 2014; Flower, 2015; de Villiers et al., 2017) criticised the <IR>
Framework for the diversion of I[IRC’s claim in the accountability to stakeholders. Findings in
this study indicate that IR enables reporting practice changes to incorporate more meaningful
discussions of value-relevant information and more suppliers and customers inclusive.
Furthermore, the usefulness of IR in enhancing reporting quality had long been a debatable
topic in academia (Eccles and Serafeim, 2015; Pistoni et al., 2018). Content analysis in this
study indicates that the presentation of connectivity of information has improved because of
the guiding principles of the <IR> Framework. Interviews reveal that the concept of “multiple
capitals” and the forward-looking view as indicated in the <IR> Framework offers an
opportunity for organisations to enhance accountability through increased transparency. Hence,
IR plays some role in reporting reform.

Fifth, this study develops a checklist of the approach to including suppliers and customers when
making forward-looking information disclosure and a checklist of forward-looking information
disclosure credibility which can be used for further studies. The proposed checklists provide
guidance to organisations preparing forward-looking information disclosure in response to
stakeholders’ demands, especially suppliers and customers, and/or to organisations that intend
to engage in IR. The checklists also suggest activities that organisations can undertake to
increase the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and

customers.

Sixth, this thesis identifies the similarities and differences in terms of the patterns of forward-

looking information disclosure amongst five different countries, which are IR-friendly
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countries (i.e. South Africa, U.K., Germany, Japan, and Singapore). To the best of the author’s

acknowledge, no prior studies had investigated this area.

9.5 Research Limitations

Several limitations should be taken into consideration when assessing this study’s results and
findings. First, the pandemic Covid-19, time, and cost considerations limited the sample
selection and data collection. This study is restricted to organisational reports published by five
countries (i.e. South Africa, U.K., Germany, Japan, and Singapore) in one financial year (i.e.
2018-2019). Interviews in this study were conducted with management people from
organisations operating in certain industries (e.g. media, mining, packaging. pharmaceuticals,
industrials, materials, technology, and retail) and stakeholders from standard-setting
organisations, accountancy bodies, accounting firms, and supply chain consulting firms. The
opinions of organisations operating in other industries and other stakeholders, such as
employees, creditors, communities, and competitors were not considered in this study. Second,
the self-developed checklists for conducting content analysis in this study were created based
on the <IR> Framework, theories, and relevant literature, which have not been tested by other
studies. Third, the use of semi-structured interview as a method of data collection for this study
is also subject to criticism, for example, the possibility of biased responses from participants.
To minimise this bias, interviewees were assured that their names, company names, and
responses would be kept confidential. Furthermore, the application of the multi-method
approach which combines content analysis and interview methods was used to overcome

limitations regarding data selection.

9.6 Scope for Future Research
Beyond the exploration of the forward-looking information disclosure practice in the sample
organisations from five countries (i.e. South Africa, U.K., Germany, Japan, and Singapore),

there remain a plethora of areas where future research can be undertaken.

First, the sample organisations for content analysis in this study are from the above-mentioned
five countries and the interviewees are from South Africa, U.K., and Germany. The same line
of inquiry could be conducted in other countries to investigate the applicability of the

theoretical basis used in this study.

Second, this study used the multi-method approach which combines content analysis and

interview methods to identify the role of suppliers and customers in forward-looking
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information disclosure and its credibility. A questionnaire-based research approach could be of

interest to examine it and generates results in a wider context.

Third, stakeholders, other than financial stakeholders, have a significant impact on reporting
decisions and reporting behaviours (Williams and Adams, 2013; Harrison and van der Laan
Smith, 2015; Bellucci et al., 2019; Egbon and Mgbame, 2020). Future studies could be
undertaken to explore other stakeholders’ (e.g. employees, governments, regulators, and

communities) influences on forward-looking information disclosure.

Fourth, “Regulations, norms and cognitive systems do not appear instantaneously but develop
over time; the diffusion of common activity patterns and structures through time is viewed as
important evidence for the developing strength of an institutional pattern” (Scott, 1995, p. 197).
Hence, a longitudinal study could be carried out to improve the understanding of the process
of institutionalisation of the practice of forward-looking information disclosure concerning

suppliers and customers and how it affects organisations.

Fifth, this study found changes in accounting systems and reporting processes in sample
organisations and interviewed organisations. However, this study did not investigate the
process of these changes within an organisation. Future studies could shed light on the process

of these changes.

Sixth, this study identified characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers. Future studies could explain each
characteristic in greater detail and extent this line of research to forward-looking information

disclosure concerning other stakeholders.

Seventh, this study was carried out in the context of IR which is future-oriented. Further studies
could explore forward-looking information disclosure in other contexts and compare the
effectiveness of IR in terms of driving forward-looking information disclosure practice in the

form of a comparative study.

9.7 Conclusion Remarks

Suppliers and customers indeed play a critical role in forward-looking information disclosure.
Organisations incorporate the interests of suppliers and customers into forward-looking
information disclosure because organisations are motivated to discharge accountability,
address legitimacy exposures, and secure resources for survival. To attain these goals,

organisations would adopt the approach to including suppliers and customers when making
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forward-looking information disclosure. Yet, the level of this practice depends on several
factors, including the board involvement in the reporting process, the level of engagement with
suppliers and customers, the management’s awareness of stakeholder inclusiveness, and

relevant regulations and availability of reporting framework.

Suppliers and customers influence forward-looking information disclosure in many aspects.
Firstly, suppliers and customers influence an organisation’s business and strategy development,
including product and service development, supply chain strategy, sustainability strategy, and
risk strategy. Information relevant to these developments is reflected in the forward-looking
information disclosure. Secondly, organisations use forward-looking information concerning
suppliers and customers to satisfy various stakeholders’ information demands. Suppliers and
customers show interest in how the organisations consider their demands, whereas other
stakeholders are more interested in the availability of such information rather than how
suppliers and customers influence their reporting decisions. Thirdly, suppliers and customers
influence an organisation’s cost of forward-looking information disclosure, including
proprietary cost, litigation cost, and cost of reporting. Organisations that have realised longer-
term benefits for balancing these costs are more likely to make forward-looking information

disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.

To enhance the credibility of forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers, organisations have implemented multiple mechanisms throughout the reporting
process (i.e. from reporting preparation to reporting presentation). Among these mechanisms,
assurance is the most used one. However, in general, the current forward-looking information
disclosure lacks completeness and a rigorous materiality determination process, which reduces
the perceived credibility of stakeholders. Furthermore, the overall comparability should be
improved as organisations and stakeholders focus more on the comparability of data within an
organisation rather than cross-organisation comparability due to the difficulties in data

collection.

IR has an impact on the adoption of the approach to including suppliers and customers when
making forward-looking information disclosure. IR also helps enhance the credibility of
forward-looking information disclosure. However, the clarity of the contents in the <IR>
Framework should be improved for the diffusion of IR.

In conclusion, this thesis addressed the research gap of lacking studies into suppliers’ and

customers’ roles in forward-looking information disclosure. This thesis also identified the
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characteristics of credible forward-looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and
customers from the perspectives of organisations and stakeholders. The findings and arguments
made by this thesis can be used to develop the knowledge of forward-looking information
disclosure in the context of IR.

References
Abad, C. and Bravo, F., 2018. Audit committee accounting expertise and forward-looking

disclosures: A study of the US companies. Management Research Review. 41(2), pp.166-185.

ACCA, 2020. Insights into integrated reporting 4.0: The story so far. [online] ACCA official
website. Available at: https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/PI-
INSIGHTS-IR-4.0.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Accounting Standards Committee of Germany (ASCG), 2020a. BMJV commissions ASCG
with CSR study. [online] https://www.drsc.de/en/news/bmjv-beauftragt-drsc-mit-csr-studie/.
[Accessed Feb. 2022]

Accounting Standards Committee of Germany (ASCG), 2020b. GAS 20 - GROUP
MANAGEMENT REPORT. [online] https://www.drsc.de/en/pronouncements/gas-20/.
[Accessed Feb. 2022]

Adams, C. A., 2017a. Conceptualising the contemporary corporate value creation process.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 30(4), pp.906-931.

Adams, C A., 2017b. The Sustainable Development Goals, integrated thinking and the
integrated report. IIRC and ICAS. ISBN 978-1-909883-41-3.

Adams, C, A., 2002. Internal organizational factors influencing corporate social and ethical
reporting: beyond current theorizing. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 15(2),
pp.223-250.

Adams, C.A. and Harte, G., 1998. The changing portrayal of the employment of women in
British banks’ and retail companies' corporate annual reports. Accounting, organizations and
society, 23(8), pp.781-812.

242


https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/PI-INSIGHTS-IR-4.0.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/PI-INSIGHTS-IR-4.0.pdf
https://www.drsc.de/en/news/bmjv-beauftragt-drsc-mit-csr-studie/
https://www.drsc.de/en/pronouncements/gas-20/

Adams, C.A. and McNicholas, P., 2007. Making a difference: sustainability reporting,
accountability and organisational change. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal,
20(3), pp. 382-402.

Adams, C.A., 2004. The ethical, social and environmental reporting-performance portrayal

gap. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 17(5), pp.731-757.

Adams, C.A., 2015. The international integrated reporting council: a call to action. Critical
Perspectives on Accounting, 27, pp. 23-28.

Adams, C.A., Alhamood, A., He, X,, Tian, J., Wang, L. and Wang, Y., 2021. The double-

materiality concept: application and issues.

Adams, S. and Simnett, R., 2011. Integrated reporting: An opportunity for Australia's not-for-
profit sector. Australian Accounting Review, 21(3), pp.292-301.

Adhariani, D. and De Villiers, C., 2019. Integrated reporting: perspectives of corporate report
preparers and other stakeholders. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy
Journal,10(1), pp.126-156.

Aguilera, R.V. and Jackson, G., 2003. The cross-national diversity of corporate governance:

Dimensions and determinants. Academy of management Review. 28(3), pp.447-465.

Ahmed Haji, A. and Anifowose, M., 2016. The trend of integrated reporting practice in South
Africa: ceremonial or substantive?, Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy
Journal, 7(2), pp.190-224.

Akerlof, G., 1970. The market for lemons: quality uncertainty and the market mechanism.
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 83 (3), pp.488-500.

Alghababsheh, M. and Gallear, D., 2021. Socially sustainable supply chain management and
suppliers’ social performance: The role of social capital. Journal of Business Ethics, 173(4),
pp.855-875.

Al-Htaybat, K. and von Alberti-Alhtaybat, L., 2018. Integrated thinking leading to integrated
reporting: case study insights from a global player. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 31(5), pp.1435-1460.

Alsaeed, K., 2006. The association between firm-specific characteristics and disclosure: the
case of Saudi Arabia. Managerial Auditing Journal, 21(5), 476-96.

243



Ansari, S. and Bell, J., 1991. Symbolism, collectivism and rationality in organizational

control. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 4(2), pp. 4-27.

Appuhami, R. and Tashakor, S., 2017. The impact of audit committee characteristics on CSR
disclosure: An analysis of Australian firms. Australian Accounting Review, 27(4), pp.400-
420.

Arayssi, M., Jizi, M. and Tabaja, H.H., 2020. The impact of board composition on the level
of ESG disclosures in GCC countries. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy
Journal, 11(1), pp. 137-161.

Archambeault, D.S., DeZoort, F.T. and Holt, T.P., 2008. The need for an internal auditor
report to external stakeholders to improve governance transparency. Accounting Horizons,
22(4), pp.375-388.

Archel, P., Husillos, J., Larrinaga, C. and Spence, C., 2009, Social disclosure, legitimacy
theory and the role of the state, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 22(8), pp.
1284-1307.

Arvidsson, S., 2011, Disclosure of non-financial information in the annual report: A

management-team perspective, Journal of Intellectual Capital, 12(2), pp.277-300.

Arya, A., Mittendorf, B. and Ramanan, R.N., 2017. Synergy between accounting disclosures

and forward-looking information in stock prices. The Accounting Review, 92(2), pp.1-17.

Asay, H.S., Elliott, W.B. and Rennekamp, K., 2017. Disclosure readability and the sensitivity
of investors' valuation judgments to outside information. The Accounting Review, 92(4), pp.1-
25.

Ashby, A., Leat, M. and Hudson-Smith, M., 2012. Making connections: a review of supply
chain management and sustainability literature. Supply Chain Management: An International
Journal, 17(5), pp.497-516.

Ashforth, B.E. and Gibbs, B.W. ,1990. The double-edge of organizational legitimation,
Organization Science, 1(2), pp.177-94.

Athanasakou, V. and Hussainey, K., 2014. The perceived credibility of forward-looking

performance disclosures. Accounting and Business Research, 44(3), pp.227-259.

244



Baboukardos, D. and Rimmel, G., 2016. Value relevance of accounting information under an
integrated reporting approach: A research note. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy,
35(4), pp.437-452.

Bai, C. and Sarkis, J., 2010. Integrating sustainability into supplier selection with grey system
and rough set methodologies. International Journal of Production Economics, 124(1), pp.
252-264

Bailey, D., Harte, G. and Sugden, R., 1998. The case for a monitoring policy across Europe,
New Political Economy, 3(2), pp. 296-300.

Ball, R., Jayaraman, S. and Shivakumar, L., 2012. Audited financial reporting and voluntary
disclosure as complements: A test of the confirmation hypothesis. Journal of Sccounting and
Economics, 53(1-2), pp.136-166.

Balluchi, F., Lazzini, A. and Torelli, R., 2021. Credibility of environmental issues in non-
financial mandatory disclosure: Measurement and determinants. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 288, p.125744.

Balvers, R. J., Gaski, J. F., and McDonald, B., 2015. Financial disclosure and customer
satisfaction: Do companies talking the talk actually walk the walk?. Journal of Business
Ethics, 127(4), pp.1-17.

Barth, M.E., Cahan, S.F., Chen, L. and Venter, E.R., 2017. The economic consequences
associated with integrated report quality: Capital market and real effects. Accounting,

Organizations and Society, 62, pp.43-64.

Baumgartner, K.T., Ernst, C.A. and Fischer, T.M., 2020. How Corporate Reputation
Disclosures Affect Stakeholders’ Behavioral Intentions: Mediating Mechanisms of Perceived

Organizational Performance and Corporate Reputation. Journal of Business Ethics, pp.1-29.

Beattie, V. and Smith, S.J., 2012. Evaluating disclosure theory using the views of UK finance
directors in the intellectual capital context. Accounting and Business Research, 42(5),
pp.471-494.

Beattie, V., Mclnnes, B. and Fearnley, S., 2004, September. A methodology for analysing
and evaluating narratives in annual reports: a comprehensive descriptive profile and metrics

for disclosure quality attributes. Accounting Forum, 28(3), pp. 205-236.

245



Bebbington, J., Larrinaga, C. and Moneva, J.M., 2008. Corporate social reporting and
reputation risk management. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 21(3), PP.337-
361.

Beck, A. C., Campbell, D., and Shrives, P. J., 2010. Content analysis in environmental
reporting research: Enrichment and rehearsal of the method in a British-German context.
British Accounting Review, 42(3), pp. 207-222.

Beck, C., Dumay, J., and Frost, G., 2017. In pursuit of a 'single source of truth': from
threatened legitimacy to integrated reporting. Journal of Business Ethics, 141(1), pp.191-205.

Bekhet, A.K. and Zauszniewski, J.A., 2012. Methodological triangulation: An approach to
understanding data. Nurse researcher. 20(2), pp. 40-43.

Belal, A.R. and Owen, D.L., 2007. The views of corporate managers on the current state of,
and future prospects for, social reporting in Bangladesh: An engagement-based study.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 20 (3), pp. 472-494.

Bellucci, M., Simoni, L., Acuti, D. and Manetti, G., 2019. Stakeholder engagement and
dialogic accounting: Empirical evidence in sustainability reporting. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 32(5), pp.1467-1499.

Beretta, S. and Bozzolan, S., 2008. Quality versus quantity: the case of forward-looking
disclosure. Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance, 23(3), pp.333-376.

Berger, P.G. and Hann, R., 2003. The impact of SFAS No. 131 on information and
monitoring. Journal of Accounting Research, 41(2), pp.163-223.

Bernard, R. H. (2012). Social research methods: Qualitative and quantitative approaches
(2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Bernardi, C. and Stark, A. W., 2018. Environmental, social and governance disclosure,
integrated reporting, and the accuracy of analyst forecasts. The British Accounting Review,
50(1), pp.16-31.

Besharov, M. L., & Smith, W. K., 2014. Multiple institutional logics in organizations:
Explaining their varied nature and implications. Academy of Management Review, 39 (3), pp.
364-381.

246



Beske, F., Haustein, E. and Lorson, P., 2020. Materiality analysis in sustainability and
integrated reports. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 11(1),
pp.162-186.

Boiral, O., 2013. Sustainability reports as simulacra? A counter-account of A and A+ GRI

reports. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 26(7), pp.1036-1071.

Botosan, C. A., 1997. Disclosure level and the cost of equity capital. The Accounting Review,
72(3), pp.323-349.

Bouten, L., Everaert, P., Van Liedekerke, L., De Moor, L. and Christiaens, J., 2011,
September. Corporate social responsibility reporting: A comprehensive picture?. Accounting
Forum, 35(3), pp. 187-204.

Bowen, R., DuCharme, L., and Shores, D., 1995. Stakeholders' implicit claims and

accounting method choice. Journal of Accounting and Economics. 20(3), pp. 255-295.

Boyatzis, R.E., 1998. Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and code

development. Sage.

Bozanic, Z., Roulstone, D.T. and Van Buskirk, A., 2018. Management earnings forecasts and

other forward-looking statements. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 65(1), pp.1-20.

Bozzolan, S., Trombetta, M. and Beretta, S., 2009. Forward-looking disclosures, financial
verifiability and analysts' forecasts: A study of cross-listed European firms. European
Accounting Review, 18(3), pp.435-473.

Bravo, F. and Alcaide-Ruiz, M.D., 2019. The disclosure of financial forward-looking

information. Gender in Management: An International Journal. 34(2), pp.140-156.

Brazel, J.F., Jones, K.L. and Zimbelman, M.F., 2009. Using non-financial measures to assess
fraud risk. Journal of Accounting Research, 47(5), pp.1135-1166.

Briem, C. R., and Wald, A., 2018. Implementing third-party assurance in integrated
reporting: Companies' motivation and auditors' role. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 31(5), pp. 1461-1485.

Bromwich, M., 1992. Financial Reporting, Information and Capital Markets, London:

Pearson Education.

247



Brown, J., and Dillard, J., 2014. Integrated reporting: on the need for broadening out and

opening up. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal,27, pp. 1120-1156.

Brown, R. and Brignall, S., 2007. Reflections on the use of a dual-methodology research
design to evaluate accounting and management practice in UK university central

administrative services. Management Accounting Research, 18(1), pp.32-48.

Brown, S.V. and Tucker, J.W., 2011. Large-sample evidence on firms’ year-over-year

MD&A modifications. Journal of Accounting Research, 49(2), pp.309-346.

Brown-Liburd, H. and Zamora, V.L., 2015. The role of corporate social responsibility (CSR)
assurance in investors’ judgments when managerial pay is explicitly tied to CSR

performance. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 34(1), pp.75-96.
Bryman, A., 2016. Social research methods. Oxford university press.

Buhr, N., 1998. Environmental performance, legislation and annual report disclosure: the
case of acid rain and Falconbridge. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 11(2),
pp.163-190.

Buhr, N., 2002. A structuration view on the initiation of environmental reports. Critical

Perspectives on Accounting, 13(1), pp.17-38.

Bui, B. and de Villiers, C., 2017. Business strategies and management accounting in response
to climate change risk exposure and regulatory uncertainty, The British Accounting Review,
49(1), pp.4-24.

Bukh, P.N., Nielsen, C., Gormsen, P. and Mouritsen, J., 2005. Disclosure of information on
intellectual capital in Danish IPO prospectuses. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 18(6), pp.713-732.

Bull, C., 1987. The existence of self-enforcing implicit contracts. Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 102 (1), pp.147-159.

Burks, J.J., Cuny, C., Gerakos, J. and Granja, J., 2018. Competition and voluntary disclosure:
Evidence from deregulation in the banking industry. Review of Accounting Studies. 23(4),
pp.1471-1511.

Burrell, G., Morgan, G., 1979. Sociological Paradigms and Organisational Analysis.

Heinemann, London.

248



Burritt, R. and Schaltegger, S., 2014. Accounting towards sustainability in production and

supply chains. The British Accounting Review, 46(4), pp.327-343.

Burritt, R.L., Hann, T. and Schaltegger, S., 2002, Towards a Comprehensive Framework for
Environmental Management Accounting-Links Between Business Actors and Environmental

Management Accounting Tools, Australian Accounting Review, 12(2), pp.39-50.

Bushee, B.J., 1998. The influence of institutional investors on myopic R&D investment

behavior. Accounting review, 73(3), pp.305-333.

Butler, M., Kraft, A. and Weiss, 1.S., 2007. The effect of reporting frequency on the
timeliness of earnings: The cases of voluntary and mandatory interim reports. Journal of
Accounting and Economics, 43(2-3), pp.181-217.

Cachon, G.P. and Lariviere, M.A., 2001. Contracting to assure supply: How to share demand

forecasts in a supply chain. Management science, 47(5), pp.629-646.

Cade, N.L., Koonce, L. and Mendoza, K.I., 2020. Using video to disclose forward-looking
information: the effect of nonverbal cues on investors’ judgments. Review of Accounting
Studies, 25(4), pp.1444-1474.

Caglio, A., Melloni, G. and Perego, P., 2020. Informational content and assurance of textual

disclosures: Evidence on integrated reporting. European Accounting Review, 29(1), pp.55-83.

Cahan, S.F., Chen, C., Chen, L. and Nguyen, N.H., 2015. Corporate social responsibility and
media coverage. Journal of Banking & Finance, 59, pp.409-422.

Cahan, S.F., De Villiers, C., Jeter, D.C., Naiker, V. and Van Staden, C.J., 2016. Are CSR
disclosures value relevant? Cross-country evidence. European Accounting Review, 25(3),
pp.579-611.

Caldwell, C., Hayes, L.A., Bernal, P. and Karri, R., 2008. Ethical stewardship — implications
for leadership and trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 78(1/2), pp. 153-164.

Campbell, D. and Slack, R., 2011. Environmental disclosure and environmental risk:
Sceptical attitudes of UK sell-side bank analysts. The British Accounting Review, 43(1),
pp.54-64.

249



Campbell, D., Craven, B. and Shrives, P., 2003. VVoluntary social reporting in three FTSE
sectors: A comment on perception and legitimacy, Accounting Auditing, and Accountability,
16(4), pp.558-581.

Campbell, J.L., 2007. Why would corporations behave in socially responsible ways? An
institutional theory of corporate social responsibility. Academy of Management Review,
32(3), pp.946-967.

Campopiano, G. and de Massis, A., 2015. Corporate social responsibility reporting: A content
analysis in family and non-family firms. Journal of Business Ethics, 129(3), pp.511-534.

Cao, Y., Myers, L.A. and Omer, T.C., 2012. Does company reputation matter for financial
reporting quality? Evidence from restatements. Contemporary Accounting Research, 29(3),
pp.956-990.

Casonato, F., Farneti, F. and Dumay, J., 2019. Social capital and integrated reporting: Losing
legitimacy when reporting talk is not supported by actions. Journal of Intellectual Capital,
20(1), pp.144-164.

Cen, L., Chen, F., Hou, Y. and Richardson, G.D., 2018) Strategic disclosures of litigation loss
contingencies when customer-supplier relationships are at risk. The Accounting Review,
93(2), pp.137-159.

Cerbone, D. and Maroun, W., 2020. Materiality in an integrated reporting setting: Insights

using an institutional logics framework. The British Accounting Review, 52(3), p.100876.

Chaidali, P. P., and Jones, M. J.,2017. It’s a matter of trust: Exploring the perceptions of

Integrated Reporting preparers. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 48, pp. 1-20.

Chan, M.C., Watson, J. and Woodliff, D., 2014. Corporate governance quality and CSR
disclosures. Journal of Business Ethics, 125(1), pp.59-73.

Chelli, M., Durocher, S., and Richard, J., 2014. France’s new economic regulations: insights
from institutional legitimacy theory. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 27(2),
pp.283-316.

Chen, C., Kim, J.B., Wei, M. and Zhang, H., 2019. Linguistic information quality in
customers' forward-looking disclosures and suppliers' investment decisions. Contemporary
Accounting Research, 36(3), pp.1751-1783.

250



Chen, J.C. and Roberts, R.W., 2010. Toward a more coherent understanding of the
organization-society relationship: A theoretical consideration for social and environmental

accounting research. Journal of Business Ethics. 97(4), pp.651-665.

Chen, S. and Bouvain, P., 2009. Is corporate responsibility converging? A comparison of
corporate responsibility reporting in the USA, UK, Australia, and Germany. Journal of
Business Ethics, 87(1), pp.299-317.

Chen, S., Chen, X.I.A. and Cheng, Q., 2008. Do family firms provide more or less voluntary

disclosure?. Journal of accounting research, 46(3), pp.499-536.

Chen, T., Levy, H., Martin, X. and Shalev, R., 2021. Buying products from whom you know:
personal connections and information asymmetry in supply chain relationships. Review of

Accounting Studies, pp.1-40.

Chen, Y.C., Hung, M. and Wang, Y., 2018. The effect of mandatory CSR disclosure on firm
profitability and social externalities: Evidence from China. Journal of Accounting and
Economics, 65(1), pp.169-190.

Chen, Y.S., Chiu, S.C., Lin, S. and Wu, K.H., 2019. Corporate social responsibility and
income smoothing: Supply chain perspectives. Journal of Business Research, 97, pp.76-93.

Cheng, M., Green, W., Conradie, P., Konishi, N. and Romi, A., 2014. The international
integrated reporting framework: key issues and future research opportunities. Journal of

International Financial Management and Accounting, 25(1), pp. 90-119.

Cheng, Y., Fan, X. and Liu, L., 2017. Consistency of Earnings Performance Trends and the
Credibility of Management Forecasts. Journal of Accounting and Finance, 17(5), pp.64-78.

Cho, C.H., Laine, M., Roberts, R.W. and Rodrigue, M., 2015, Organised hypocrisy,
organisational facades, and sustainability reporting, Accounting, Organisations and Society,
40, pp. 78-94.

Cho, S.Y., Kang, P.K,, Lee, C. and Park, C., 2020. Financial reporting conservatism and
voluntary CSR disclosure. Accounting Horizons, 34(2), pp.63-82.

Chod, J., Trichakis, N., Tsoukalas, G., Aspegren, H. and Weber, M., 2020. On the financing
benefits of supply chain transparency and blockchain adoption. Management Science, 66(10),
pp.4378-4396.

251



CIMA, 2014. Tomorrow’s business success: using integrated reporting to help create value

and effectively tell the full story. [online] https://integratedreporting.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/10/Tomorrows-Business-Success Integrated-Reporting-L-Oct-
2014.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Clarkson, M.E., 1995. A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating corporate social
performance. Academy of Management Review. 20(1), pp.92-117.

Clarkson, P.M., Li, Y., Richardson, G.D. and Vasvari, F.P., 2008. Revisiting the relation
between environmental performance and environmental disclosure: An empirical analysis.

Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(4-5), pp.303-327.
Coase, R.H., 1937. The nature of the firm. Economica, 4(16), pp.386-405.

Cohen, J.R., Holder-Webb, L.L., Nath, L. and Wood, D., 2012, Corporate reporting of non-
financial leading indicators of economic performance and sustainability. Accounting
Horizons, 26(1), pp. 65-90.

Connelly, B.L. Certo, S.T. Ireland, R.D. and Reutzel, C.R., 2011. Signaling theory: A review
and assessment. Journal of Management, 37(1), pp.39-67.

Cooper, C.L., Cooper, C.P., Dewe, P.J., Dewe, P.J., O'Driscoll, M.P. and O'Driscoll, M.P.,

2001. Organizational stress: A review and critique of theory, research, and applications.

Coram, P.J., G.S. Monroe, and D.R. Woodliff., 2009. The value of assurance on voluntary
nonfinancial disclosure: an experimental evaluation. Auditing: A Journal of Practice &
Theory 28(1), pp.137-151.

Corbin, J. and Strauss, A, 2008. Basics of qualitative research: techniques and procedures

for developing grounded theory, 3rd Edition, Sage Publication, California, USA.

Cormier, D. and Gordon, M. 1., 2001. An examination of social and environmental reporting

strategies. Accounting, Auditing, and Accountability Journal, 14(5), pp.587-616.

Cormier, D. and Magnan, M., 1999. Corporate environmental disclosure strategies:
determinants, costs and benefits. Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance, 14(4),
pp.429-451.

252


https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Tomorrows-Business-Success_Integrated-Reporting-L-Oct-2014.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Tomorrows-Business-Success_Integrated-Reporting-L-Oct-2014.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Tomorrows-Business-Success_Integrated-Reporting-L-Oct-2014.pdf

Cormier, D., Gordon, I. and Magnam, M., 2004. Corporate environmental disclosure:
contrasting management’s perceptions with reality. Journal of Business Ethics. 49(2), pp.143-
165.

Crawford, S., Huang, Y., Li, N. and Yang, Z., 2020. Customer concentration and public
disclosure: Evidence from management earnings and sales forecasts. Contemporary
Accounting Research, 37(1), pp.131-159.

Crifo, P., Escrig-Olmedo, E. and Mottis, N., 2019. Corporate governance as a key driver of
corporate sustainability in France: The role of board members and investor relations. Journal
of Business Ethics, 159(4), pp.1127-1146.

D’Augusta, C., 2018. Does accounting conservatism make good news forecasts more credible
and bad news forecasts less alarming?. Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance, 1-37.
DOI: 10.1177/0148558X18780550.

Darnall, N., Henriques, I. and Sadorsky, P., 2010. Adopting proactive environmental strategy:
The influence of stakeholders and firm size. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6), pp.1072—
94.

Daske, H., Hail, L., Leuz, C. and Verdi, R., 2008. Mandatory IFRS reporting around the
world: Early evidence on the economic consequences, Journal of accounting research, 46(5),
pp.1085-1142.

Davies, R., Haldane, A.G., Nielsen, M. and Pezzini, S., 2014. Measuring the costs of short-
termism. Journal of Financial Stability, 12, pp.16-25.

Davis, J.H., Schoorman, F.D. and Donaldson, L., 1997. "Toward a stewardship theory of
management”. Academy of Management Review, 22(1), pp. 20-47

De Villiers, C. and Maroun, W., 2017. Introduction to sustainability accounting and
integrated reporting. In Sustainability accounting and integrated reporting (pp. 1-12).
Routledge.

De Villiers, C. and Marques, A., 2016. Corporate social responsibility, country-level
predispositions, and the consequences of choosing a level of disclosure. Accounting and
Business Research, 46(2), pp.167-195.

253



De Villiers, C. and Sharma, U., 2020. A critical reflection on the future of financial,
intellectual capital, sustainability and integrated reporting. Critical Perspectives on
Accounting, 70, p.101999.

De Villiers, C. and van Staden, C. J., 2006. Can less environmental disclosure have a
legitimising effect? Evidence from Africa. Accounting, Organisations and Society, 31(8),
pp.763-781.

De Villiers, C., Unerman, J. and Rinaldi, L., 2014. Integrated Reporting: Insights, gaps and

an agenda for future research. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. 27(7).

De Villiers, C., Venter, E.R. and Hsiao, P.C.K., 2017. Integrated reporting: background,
measurement issues, approaches and an agenda for future research. Accounting and Finance,
57(4), pp.937-959.

Deegan, C. and Blomquist, C., 2006. Stakeholder influence on corporate reporting: An
exploration of the interaction between WWF-Australia and the Australian minerals industry.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 31(4-5), pp.343-372.

Deegan, C. and Rankin, M., 1996. Do Australian companies report environmental news
objectively? An analysis of environmental disclosures by firms prosecuted successfully by
the environmental protection authority. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability journal, 9(2),
pp. 50-67.

Deegan, C. and Unerman, J., 2006. Financial Accounting Theory, European ed., McGraw-
Hill Education, Maidenhead.

Deegan, C., 2000. Financial accounting theory, Australia: McGraw-Hill.

Deegan, C., 2002. The legitimising effect of social and environmental disclosures—a

theoretical foundation. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. 15(3), pp.282-311.

Deegan, C., 2004. Environmental disclosures and share prices—a discussion about efforts to

study this relationship. Accounting Forum, 28(1), pp. 87-97.
Deegan, C., 2009, Financial accounting theory McGraw Hill, North Ryde, NSW, Australia.

Deegan, C., 2013. The accountant will have a central role in saving the planet... really? A
reflection on ‘green accounting and green eyeshades twenty years later’. Critical Perspectives

on Accounting, 24(6), pp.448-458.

254



Del Mar Miras-Rodriguez, M. and Di Pietra, R., 2018. Corporate Governance mechanisms as
drivers that enhance the credibility and usefulness of CSR disclosure. Journal of

Management and Governance, 22(3), pp.565-588.

Deloitte, 2015. Annual Report Insights 2015: The Reporting Landscape. [online]
https://www?2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/uk/Documents/ audit/deloitte-uk-annual-
report-insights-2015-full-survey.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Deloitte, 2016. Integrated Reporting moving towards maturity Are we truly maximizing the
benefits of Integrated Reporting?. [online] https://integratedreporting.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/05/Deloitte.jpg. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Dhaliwal, D.S., Radhakrishnan, S., Tsang, A., and Yang, Y.G., 2012. Nonfinancial disclosure
and analyst forecast accuracy: international evidence on corporate social responsibility
disclosure. The Accounting Review, 87 (3), 723 —759.

Dillard, J., and Vinnari, E., 2019. Critical dialogical accountability: From accounting-based
accountability to accountability-based accounting. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 62,
pp.16-38.

DiMaggio, P. J., and Powell, W. W., 1983. The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism
and collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48(2),
pp.147-160.

Dmytriyev, S.D., Freeman, R.E. and Hdrisch, J., 2021. The Relationship between Stakeholder
Theory and Corporate Social Responsibility: Differences, Similarities, and Implications for
Social Issues in Management. Journal of Management Studies, 58(6),
doi:10.1111/joms.12684.

Donaldson, T. and Preston, L.E., 1995. The stakeholder theory of the corporation: concepts,

evidence, and implications. Academy of Management Review, 20(1), pp. 65-91.

Dou, Y., Hope, O-K. and Thomas, W.B., 2013. Relationship-specificity, contract
enforceability, and income smoothing. The Accounting Review, 88(5), pp.1629-1656.

Dowling, J. and Pfeffer, J., 1975. Organizational legitimacy: Social values and organizational

behavior. Pacific Sociological Review, 18(1), pp.122-136.

Dumay, J. and Dai, T., 2017. Integrated thinking as a cultural control?. Mediatory
Accountancy Research, 25(4), pp. 574-604.

255


https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/uk/Documents/
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Deloitte.jpg
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Deloitte.jpg

Dumay, J. and Hossain, M.A., 2019. Sustainability risk disclosure practices of listed
companies in Australia. Australian Accounting Review. 29(2), pp.343-359.

Dumay, J., Bernardi, C., Guthrie, J., and Demartini, P., 2016. Integrated reporting: A
structured literature review. Accounting Forum. 40(3), pp.166-185.

Dumay, J., La Torre, M. and Farneti, F., 2019. Developing trust through stewardship. Journal
of Intellectual Capital. DOI 10.1108/J1C-06-2018-0097.

Dyer, J.H. and Chu, W., 2003. The role of trustworthiness in reducing transaction costs and
improving performance: Empirical evidence from the United States, Japan, and Korea.

Organization science, 14(1), pp.57-68.

Dyer, J.H., Singh, H. and Hesterly, W.S., 2018. The relational view revisited: A dynamic
perspective on value creation and value capture. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12),
pp.3140-3162.

Eccles RG, and Krzus MP., 2014. The Integrated Reporting Movement: Meaning,

Momentum, Motives, and Materiality. John Wiley and Sons: Hoboken, New Jersey.

Eccles, R.G., Krzus, M.P. and Solano, C., 2019. A comparative analysis of integrated
reporting in ten countries. Available at SSRN 3345590.

Edgley, C., Jones, M. J., and Atkins, J. F., 2015. The adoption of the materiality concept in
social and environmental reporting assurance: A field study approach. The British Accounting
Review, 47 (1), pp.1-18.

Egbon, O. and Mgbame, C.O., 2020. Examining the accounts of oil spills crises in Nigeria
through sensegiving and defensive behaviours. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 33 (8), pp. 2053-2076.

Eisenbeiss, S.A., van Knippenberg, D. and Fahrbach, C.M., 2015. Doing well by doing good?
Analysing the relationship between CEO ethical leadership and firm performance. Journal of
Business Ethics, 128, pp. 635-651.

Elgammal, M.M., Hussainey, K. and Ahmed, F., 2018. Corporate governance and voluntary
risk and forward-looking disclosures. Journal of Applied Accounting Research, 19(4), pp.
592-607.

256



Elsbach, K. D., Sutton, R. 1., and Principe, K. E., 1998. Averting expected challenges through
anticipatory impression management: A study of hospital billing. Organization Science, 9 (1),
68-86.

Elshandidy, T., Shrives, P.J., Bamber, M. and Abraham, S., 2018. Risk reporting: A review
of the literature and implications for future research. Journal of Accounting Literature, 40,
pp.54-82.

Enache, L. and Hussainey, K., 2020. The substitutive relation between voluntary disclosure
and corporate governance in their effects on firm performance. Review of Quantitative
Finance and Accounting, 54(2), pp.413-445.

Erdem, T. and Swait, J., 1998. Brand equity as a signalling phenomenon. Journal of

Consumer Psychology, 7(2), pp.131-157.

EY, 2019. The advance of Integrated Reporting. [online]
https://www.ey.com/en_be/assurance/the-advance-of-integrated-reporting. [Accessed Feb.
2022]

EY, 2020. Are you reframing the future or is the future reframing you? Excellence in
Integrated Reporting 2020. [online] https://assets.ey.com/content/dam/ey-sites/ey-

com/en_za/topics/assurance/ey-excellence-in-integrated-reporting-2020.pdf. [Accessed Feb.
2022]

Fallan, E. and Fallan, L., 2009. Voluntarism versus regulation: Lessons from public
disclosure of environmental performance information in Norwegian companies. Journal of

Accounting & Organizational Change, 5(4), pp. 472-489.

Farooq, M.B. and De Villiers, C., 2017. 12 Assurance of sustainability and integrated reports.

Sustainability accounting and integrated reporting. Routledge: Abingdon, UK

Farooq, M.B., Zaman, R. and Nadeem, M., 2021. AccountAbility’s AAI000AP standard: a
framework for integrating sustainability into organisations. Sustainability Accounting,

Management and Policy Journal.

Feng, M., Yu, W., Wang, X., Wong, C.Y., Xu, M. and Xiao, Z., 2018. Green supply chain
management and financial performance: The mediating roles of operational and

environmental performance. Business strategy and the Environment, 27(7), pp.811-824.

257


https://www.ey.com/en_be/assurance/the-advance-of-integrated-reporting
https://assets.ey.com/content/dam/ey-sites/ey-com/en_za/topics/assurance/ey-excellence-in-integrated-reporting-2020.pdf
https://assets.ey.com/content/dam/ey-sites/ey-com/en_za/topics/assurance/ey-excellence-in-integrated-reporting-2020.pdf

Feng, S., Cummings, L. and Tweedie, D., 2017. Exploring integrated thinking in integrated
reporting — an exploratory study in Australia. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 18 (2), pp. 330-
353.

Ferauge, P., 2012. A conceptual framework of corporate social responsibility and innovation.

Global Journal of Business Research, 6(5), pp.85-96

Fernandez-Feijoo, B., Romero, S. and Ruiz, S., 2014. Effect of stakeholders' pressure on
transparency of sustainability reports within the GRI framework. Journal of business ethics,
122(1), pp.53-63.

Ferrell, A., Liang, H., and Renneboog, L., 2016. Socially responsible firms. Journal of
Financial Economics, 122(3), pp.585-606.

Firth, M.,1979. The impact of size, stock market listing, and auditors on voluntary disclosure

in corporate annual reports. Accounting and Business Research, 9 (36), pp. 273-280.

Flower, J., 2015. The International Integrated Reporting Council: A story of failure. Critical

Perspectives on Accounting. 27, pp.1-17.

Fontana, E. and Egels-Zandén, N., 2019. Non sibi, sed omnibus: influence of supplier
collective behaviour on corporate social responsibility in the Bangladeshi apparel supply
chain. Journal of Business Ethics, 159(4), pp.1047-1064.

FRC, (2018). Guidance on the Strategic Report. [online]
https://www.frc.org.uk/getattachment/fb05dd7b-c76c-424e-9daf-4293c9fa2d6a/Guidance-on-
the-Strategic-Report-31-7-18.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Freeman, R. E. 1984. Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Boston: Pitman

Publishing.

Freeman, R.E. and Evan, W.M., 1990. Corporate governance: A stakeholder interpretation.

Journal of Behavioral Economics, 19(4), pp.337-359.

Freeman, R.E., 2010. Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Cambridge university

press.
Friedman, M., 2009. Capitalism and freedom. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Frooman, J., 1999. Stakeholder influence strategies. Academy of Management Review, 24(2),
pp.191-205.

258


https://www.frc.org.uk/getattachment/fb05dd7b-c76c-424e-9daf-4293c9fa2d6a/Guidance-on-the-Strategic-Report-31-7-18.pdf
https://www.frc.org.uk/getattachment/fb05dd7b-c76c-424e-9daf-4293c9fa2d6a/Guidance-on-the-Strategic-Report-31-7-18.pdf

Frost, G., Jones, S. and Lee, P., 2012. The measurement and reporting of sustainability
information within the organisation: a case analysis. Contemporary Issues in Sustainability

Accounting, Assurance and Reporting, Emerald, Bingley, pp. 197-225.

Fusch, P.I. and Ness, L.R., 2015. Are we there yet? Data saturation in qualitative research.
The qualitative report, 20(9), p.1408.

Garanina, T. and Dumay, J., 2017. Forward-looking intellectual capital disclosure in IPOs:
Implications for intellectual capital and integrated reporting. Journal of Intellectual Capital,
18(1), pp. 128-148.

Garcia-Meca, E., Parra, I., Larran, M. and Martinez, 1., 2005. The explanatory factors of
intellectual capital disclosure to financial analysts. European Accounting Review, 14(1),
pp.63-94.

Garcia-Sanchez, 1.M., Gémez-Miranda, M.-E., David, F. and Rodriguez-Ariza, L., 2019. The
explanatory effect of CSR committee and assurance services on the adoption of the IFC
performance standards, as a means of enhancing corporate transparency. Sustainability
Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 10 (5), pp. 773-797.

Garcia-Sanchez, I.M., Rodriguez-Ariza, L. and Frias-Aceituno, J.V., 2013. The cultural
system and integrated reporting. International Business Review, 22(5), pp.828-838.

Garegnani, G.M., Merlotti, E.P. and Russo, A., 2015. Scoring firms’ codes of ethics: An
explorative study of quality drivers. Journal of Business Ethics, 126(4), pp.541-557.

Gazzola, P., Amelio, S., Papagiannis, F. and Michaelides, Z., 2019. Sustainability reporting
practices and their social impact to NGO funding in Italy. Critical Perspectives on
Accounting. p.102085.

Giannakis, M. and Papadopoulos, T., 2016. Supply chain sustainability: A risk management
approach. International Journal of Production Economics, 171, pp.455-470.

Gibassier, D., Rodrigue, M. and Arjali¢s, D.L., 2018. “Integrated reporting is like God: no
one has met Him, but everybody talks about Him”: The power of myths in the adoption of
management innovations. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. 31(5), pp.1349-
1380.

Gigler, F., 1994. Self-enforcing voluntary disclosures. Journal of Accounting Research,
32(2), pp. 224-240.

259



Gilbert, D.U. and Rasche, A., 2008. Opportunities and problems of standardized ethics
initiatives—a stakeholder theory perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 82(3), pp.755-773.

Gimenez, C. and Tachizawa, E.M., 2012. Extending sustainability to suppliers: a systematic

literature review. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 17(5), pp. 531-543.

Giner Inchausti, B., 1997. The influence of company characteristic and accounting regulation

on information disclosed by Spanish firms. European Accounting Review, 6(1), pp. 45-68.

Gleeson-White, J., 2014. Six capitals: The revolution has to have — Or can accountants save

the planet? Sydney: Allen & Unwin.

Goffman, E., 1959. The presentation of self in everyday life. Garden City, NY: Doubleday
Anchor.

Gold, S. and Heikkurinen, P., 2017. Transparency fallacy: unintended consequences of
stakeholder claims on responsibility in supply chains. Accounting Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 31(1), pp.318-337.

Graham, J.R., Harvey, C.R. and Rajgopal, S., 2005. The economic implications of corporate

financial reporting. Journal of Accounting and Economics. 40(1-3), pp.3-73.

Grassmann, M., Fuhrmann, S. and Guenther, T.W., 2019. Drivers of the disclosed
“connectivity of the capitals”: evidence from integrated reports. Sustainability Accounting,

Management and Policy Journal, 10 (5), pp. 877-908.

Graves, S. B., and Waddock, S. A., 1994. Institutional owners and corporate social

performance. Academy of Management Journal, 37(4), pp.1034-1046.

Gray, R. H., Owen, D. L. and Adams, C., 1996. Accounting and accountability: Changes and
challenges in corporate social and environmental reporting, London: Prentice-Hall.

Gray, R., 2010. Is accounting for sustainability actually accounting for sustainability... and
how would we know? An exploration of narratives of organisations and the planet.

Accounting, organizations and society, 35(1), pp.47-62.

Gray, R., Kouhy, R. and Lavers, S., 1995. Corporate social and environmental reporting: A
review of the literature and a longitudinal study of UK disclosure. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 8(2), pp. 47-77.

260



Gray, R., Owen, D. and Adams, C., 2009. Some theories for social accounting?: A review
essay and a tentative pedagogic categorisation of theorisations around social accounting.

Sustainability, environmental performance and disclosures.
Grbich, C., 2007. Qualitative data analysis: an introduction, Sage Publications, London.

Greenwood, M., 2007. Stakeholder engagement: Beyond the myth of corporate
responsibility. Journal of Business ethics, 74(4), pp.315-327.

GRI, 2017. GRI and IIRC. [online] https ://www.global reporting .org/information/current-
priorities /integrated reporting/Pages /default.aspx. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Grossman, S.J., 1981. The informational role of warranties and private disclosure about
product quality. The Journal of Law and Economics, 24(3), pp.461-483.

Guan, Y., Lobo, G.J., Tsang, A. and Xin, X., 2020. Societal trust and management earnings
forecasts. The Accounting Review, 95(5), pp.149-184.

Guest, G., Bunce, A. and Johnson, L., 2006. How many interviews are enough? An

experiment with data saturation and variability. Field methods, 18(1), pp.59-82.

Guix, M., Bonilla-Priego, M.J. and Font, X., 2018. The process of sustainability reporting in
international hotel groups: An analysis of stakeholder inclusiveness, materiality and

responsiveness. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(7), pp.1063-1084.

Gutbhrie, J. and Abeysekera, 1., 2006. Content analysis of social, environmental reporting:

what is new?, Journal of Human Resource Costing & Accounting, 10(2), pp.114-126.

Gutbhrie, J. and Parker, L. D.,1989. Corporate social reporting: a rebuttal of legitimacy theory,
Accounting and Business Research, 9(76), pp. 343-352.

Gutbhrie, J. and Parker, L.D., 1990. Corporate social disclosure practice: a comparative

international analysis. Advances in Public Interest Accounting, 3, pp.159-175.

Gutbhrie, J., Dumay, J., Veltri, S. and Silvestri, A., 2015. The Free State University integrated
reporting: a critical consideration. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 16(2). pp. 443-462.

Guthrie, J., Petty, R. and Ricceri, F., 2006. The voluntary reporting of intellectual capital:
comparing evidence from Hong Kong and Australia. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 7(2), pp.
254-271.

261



Gutbhrie, J., Petty, R., Yongvanich, K. and Ricceri, F., 2004. Using content analysis as a
research method to inquire into intellectual capital reporting. Journal of intellectual capital.
5(2), pp. 282-293.

Ha, A.Y., Tong, S. and Zhang, H., 2011. Sharing demand information in competing supply

chains with production diseconomies. Management science, 57(3), pp.566-581.

Habisch, A., Patelli, L., Pedrini, M. and Schwartz, C., 2011. Different talks with different
folks: a comparative survey of stakeholder dialog in Germany, Italy, and the US. Journal of
Business Ethics. 100(3), pp.381-404.

Ha-Brookshire, J., 2017. Toward moral responsibility theories of corporate sustainability and

sustainable supply chain. Journal of Business Ethics, 145, pp.227-237.

Hahn, T., Preuss, L., Pinkse, J. and Figge, F., 2014. Cognitive frames in corporate
sustainability: Managerial sensemaking with paradoxical and business case frames. Academy

of management review, 39(4), pp.463-487.

Haji, A.A. and Anifowose, M., 2016. The trend of integrated reporting practice in South
Africa: ceremonial or substantive?. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy
Journal. 7(2), pp.190-224.

Hall, M., Millo, Y. and Barman, E., 2015. Who and what really counts? Stakeholder
prioritization and accounting for social value. Journal of Management Studies, 52(7),
pp.907-34.

Haller, A. and van Staden, C., 2014. The value added statement—an appropriate instrument
for Integrated Reporting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 27 (7), pp. 1190-
1216.

Hallstedt, S., Ny, H., Robert, K.H. and Broman, G., 2010. An approach to assessing
sustainability integration in strategic decision systems for product development. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 18(8), pp.703-712.

Harjoto, M., Laksmana, I. and Lee, R., 2015. Board diversity and corporate social
responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 132(4), pp.641-660.

Hasnas, J., 1998. The normative theories of business ethics: A guide for the perplexed.
Business Ethics Quarterly, 8(1), pp.19-42.

262



Hassanein, A. and Hussainey, K., 2015. Is forward-looking financial disclosure really
informative? Evidence from UK narrative statements”. International Review of Financial
Analysis, 41, pp.52-61.

Hassanein, A., Zalata, A. and Hussainey, K., 2019. Do forward-looking narratives affect
investors’ valuation of UK FTSE all-shares firms?. Review of Quantitative Finance and
Accounting, 52(2), pp.493-519.

Healy, P.M. and Palepu, K.G., 2001. Information asymmetry, corporate disclosure, and the
capital markets: A review of the empirical disclosure literature. Journal of Accounting and
Economics, 31(1-3), pp.405-440.

Henderson, R. and Cockburn, 1., 1993. Scale, scope and spillovers: the determinants of

research productivity in the pharmaceutical industry. National Bureau of Economic Research.

Herrera, M.E.B., 2015. Creating competitive advantage by institutionalising corporate social

innovation. Journal of Business Research, 68(7), pp.1468-1474.

Herrera, M.E.B., 2016. Innovation for impact: Business innovation for inclusive growth.
Journal of Business Research, 69(5), pp.1725-1730.

Hess D., 2008. The three pillars of corporate social reporting as new governance regulation:

Disclosure, dialogue, and development. Business Ethics Quarterly, 18(4), pp. 447482,

Hess, D., 2014. The Future of Sustainability Reporting as a Regulatory Mechanism In D.R.
Cahoy and J.E. Colburn (eds.), Law and the Transition to Business Sustainability, pp. 125-
139.

Hiatt, S. R., J. B. Grandy, and B. H. Lee., 2015. Organizational responses to public and
private politics: An analysis of climate change activists and U.S. oil and gas firms.
Organization Science, 26 (6), pp.1769-1786.

Hickman, L.E., 2020, Information asymmetry in CSR reporting: publicly-traded versus
privately-held firms. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 11(1), pp.
207-232.

Higgins, C., Stubbs, W. and Love, T., 2014. Walking the talk(s): organisational narratives of
integrated reporting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 27(7), pp. 1090-1119.

263



Higgins, C., Stubbs, W., Tweedie, D. and McCallum, G., 2019. Journey or toolbox?
Integrated reporting and processes of organisational change. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 32 (6), pp. 1662-16809.

Hill, C.W., 1995. National institutional structures, transaction cost economizing and

competitive advantage: The case of Japan. Organization Science, 6(1), pp.119-131.

Hill, P., and Short, H., 2009. Risk disclosures on the second-tier markets of the London Stock
Exchange. Accounting and Finance, 49(4), 753-780.

Hirst, D.E., Koonce, L. and Venkataraman, S., 2007. How disaggregation enhances the
credibility of management earnings forecasts. Journal of Accounting Research, 45(4),
pp.811-837.

Hodge, F., Hopkins, P.E. and Pratt, J., 2006. Management reporting incentives and
classification credibility: The effects of reporting discretion and reputation. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 31(7), pp.623-634.

Hodge, K., Subramaniam, N. and Stewart, J., 2009. Assurance of sustainability reports:
Impact on report users' confidence and perceptions of information credibility. Australian
Accounting Review. 19(3), pp.178-194.

Hofstede, G., 2001. Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions and

organizations across nations (2nd ed.). London: Sage Publications.
Hofstede, G., 2003. Cultural dimensions. www. geert-hofstede.com.

Hogner, R.H., 1982. Corporate social reporting: eight decades of development at US Steel.
Research in Corporate Performance and Policy, 4(1), pp.243-250.

Hollindale, J., Kent, P., Routledge, J. and Chapple, L., 2019. Women on boards and

greenhouse gas emission disclosures. Accounting and Finance, 59(1), pp.277-308.

Hollos, D., Blome, C. and Foerstl, K., 2012. Does sustainable supplier co-operation affect
performance? Examining implications for the triple bottom line. International Journal of
Production Research, 50(11), pp. 2968-2986.

Holsti, O.R., 1969. Content analysis for the social sciences and humanities. Reading. MA:

Addison-Wesley (content analysis).

264



Hopper, T. and Major, M., 2007. Extending institutional analysis through theoretical
triangulation: regulation and activity-based costing in Portuguese telecommunications.

European Accounting Review, 16(1), pp.59-97.

Hopper, T. and Powell, A., 1985. Making sense of research into organizational and social
aspects of management accounting: a review of its underlying assumptions, Journal of
Management Studies, 22(5), pp.429-465.

Hoque, Z., 2018. Methodological issues in accounting research. Spiramus Press Ltd.

Hosoda, M.,2021. Integrated reporting and changes in management control systems in large
Japanese companies, Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in
Society, 21(3), pp. 397-409.

Hossain, M., Ahmed, K. and Godfrey, J.M., 2005. Investment opportunity set and voluntary
disclosure of perspective information: a simultaneous equations approach. Journal of

Business Finance and Accounting, 32 (5/6), pp. 871-907.

Houston, S., 2010. Prising open the black box: Critical realism, action research and social
work. Qualitative Social Work, 9(1), pp.73-91.

Hsiao, P.C.K. and Kelly, M., 2018. Investment considerations and impressions of integrated

reporting”. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal. 9(1), pp.2-28.

Huang, C.L. and Kung, F.H., 2010. Drivers of environmental disclosure and stakeholder

expectation: Evidence from Taiwan. Journal of Business Ethics. 96(3), pp.435-451.

Hughes, A., 2001. Multi-stakeholder approaches to ethical trade: towards a reorganisation of
UK retailers' global supply chains?. Journal of Economic Geography, 1(4), pp.421-437.

Hui, K. W, Klasa, S. and Yeung, E., 2012. Corporate suppliers and customers and accounting

conservatism. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 53 (1-2), pp.115-135.

Humphrey, C., O’Dwyer, B. and Unerman, J., 2014, October. The rise of integrated
reporting: understanding attempts to institutionalize a new reporting framework. In 26th
CSEAR Conference, University of St Andrews.

Humphrey, C., O’Dwyer, B. and Unerman, J., 2017, “Re-theorizing the configuration of
organizational fields: the IIRC and the pursuit of ‘enlightened’ corporate reporting”.
Accounting and Business Research, 47 (1), pp. 30-63.

265



Hug, A.F., Stevenson, M. and Zorzini, M., 2014. Social sustainability in developing country
suppliers: an exploratory study in the ready-made garments industry of Bangladesh,

International Journal of Operations and Production Management, 34(5), pp. 610-638.

Hug, F.A., Chowdhury, I.N. and Klassen, R.D., 2016. Social management capabilities of
multinational buying firms and their emerging market suppliers: an exploratory study of the
clothing industry. Journal of Operations Management, 46, pp. 19-37.

Hussainey, K., Schleicher, T. and Walker, M., 2003. Undertaking large-scale disclosure
studies when AIMR-FAF ratings are not available: the case of prices leading earnings.

Accounting and Business Research. 33(4), pp.275-294.

Hutton, A.P., Miller, G.S. and Skinner, D.J., 2003. The role of supplementary statements with

management earnings forecasts. Journal of Accounting Research, 41(5), pp.867-890.

IIRC and IFRS Foundation, 2014. Memorandum of understanding. [online]
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/MoU-1IRC-IFRS-
FOUNDATION-20130204.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

IIRC and Kirchhoff, 2020. Closing the gap: The role of integrated reporting in
communicating a company’s value creation to investors. [online]
https://www.integratedreporting.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/11/20201127 IIRC_Kirchhoff Investor Reseach CLEAN.pdf.
[Accessed Feb. 2022]

IIRC, 2013. The International <IR> Framework [online]
https://www.integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/13-12-08-THE-
INTERNATIONAL-IR-FRAMEWORK-2-1.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

IIRC, 2020. IIRC Integrated Report 2020: Driving Cohesion. [online]
https://integratedreporting.org/integratedreport2020/download/pdf/11RC-integrated-Report-
2020.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

IIRC, 2021. International <IR> Framework. [online] https://integratedreporting.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/01/International IntegratedReportingFramework.pdf. [Accessed Feb.
2022]

266


https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/MoU-IIRC-IFRS-FOUNDATION-20130204.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/MoU-IIRC-IFRS-FOUNDATION-20130204.pdf
https://www.integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/20201127_IIRC_Kirchhoff_Investor_Reseach_CLEAN.pdf
https://www.integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/20201127_IIRC_Kirchhoff_Investor_Reseach_CLEAN.pdf
https://www.integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/13-12-08-THE-INTERNATIONAL-IR-FRAMEWORK-2-1.pdf
https://www.integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/13-12-08-THE-INTERNATIONAL-IR-FRAMEWORK-2-1.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/integratedreport2020/download/pdf/IIRC-integrated-Report-2020.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/integratedreport2020/download/pdf/IIRC-integrated-Report-2020.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/InternationalIntegratedReportingFramework.pdf
https://integratedreporting.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/InternationalIntegratedReportingFramework.pdf

Imoniana, J.O., Domingos, L.C., Soares, R.R. and Tinoco, J.E.P., 2012. Stakeholders’
engagement in sustainability development and reporting: evidence from Brazil. African
Journal of Business Management, 6(42), pp. 10634-10644.

loannou, I. and Serafeim, G., 2012. What drives corporate social performance? The role of

nation-level institutions. Journal of International Business Studies, 43(9), pp.834-864.

Jabbarzadeh, A., Fahimnia, B. and Sabouhi, F., 2018. Resilient and sustainable supply chain
design: sustainability analysis under disruption risks. International Journal of Production
Research, 56(17), pp.5945-5968.

Jackson, G. and Apostolakou, A., 2010. Corporate social responsibility in Western Europe:

An institutional mirror or substitute?, Journal of Business Ethics, 94(3), pp.371-394.

Jaffar, N., Nor, A.S.M. and Selamat, Z., 2018. Analysis of voluntary disclosure before and
after the establishment of the integrated reporting framework. Accounting and Finance
Review, 3(4), pp.105-113.

Jarratt, D. and Stiles, D., 2010. How are methodologies and tools framing managers'
strategizing practice in competitive strategy development?. British Journal of Management.
21(1), pp.28-43.

Jefferson, G., 2004. Glossary of transcript symbols. Conversation analysis: Studies from the
first generation, pp.24-31.

Jensen, M. C., and Meckling, W. H.,1976. Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency

costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3 (4), pp. 305-360.

Jizi, M.1., Salama, A., Dixon, R. and Stratling, R., 2014. Corporate governance and corporate
social responsibility disclosure: Evidence from the US banking sector. Journal of Business
Ethics, 125(4), pp.601-615.

Johnson, M.F., Kasznik, R. and Nelson, K.K., 2001. The impact of securities litigation reform

on the disclosure of forward-looking information by high technology firms. Journal of
Accounting Research, 39(2), pp.297-327.

Joseph, G., 2012. Ambiguous but tethered: An accounting basis for sustainability reporting.
Critical perspectives on Accounting. 23(2), pp.93-106.

267



Juttner, U., Peck, H. and Christopher, M., 2003. Supply chain risk management: outlining an
agenda for future research. International Journal of Logistics: Research and Applications.
6(4), pp.197-210.

Kannenberg, L. and Schreck, P., 2019. Integrated reporting: boon or bane? A review of
empirical research on its determinants and implications. Journal of Business Economics,
89(5), pp.515-567.

Karaman, A.S., Kilic, M. and Uyar, A., 2018. Sustainability reporting in the aviation
industry: worldwide evidence. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal,
9(4), pp. 362-391.

Kaur, A. and Lodhia, S., 2018. Stakeholder engagement in sustainability accounting and
reporting: A study of Australian local councils. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 31(1), pp.338-368.

Kee, H. Y., M. Larsen, and T. B. Seng, 2014, Should Singapore firms adopt Integrated
Reporting? The Business Times, 13.

Kempf, A., Korn, O. and SaRning, S., 2015. Portfolio optimization using forward-looking
information. Review of Finance, 19(1), pp.467-490.

Kent, P. and Ung, K., 2003. Voluntary disclosure of forward-looking earnings information in
Australia. Australian Journal of Management, 28 (3), pp. 273-285.

Khan, H.Z., Bose, S., Mollik, A.T. and Harun, H., 2020. “Green washing” or “authentic
effort”? An empirical investigation of the quality of sustainability reporting by banks.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 34 (2), pp. 338-369.

Khan, M., Serafeim, G. and Yoon, A., 2016, Corporate sustainability: First evidence on
materiality, The Accounting Review, 91(6), pp.1697-1724.

Kilig, M. and Kuzey, C., 2018. Determinants of forward-looking disclosures in integrated

reporting. Managerial Auditing Journal, 33(1), pp. 115-144.

KING IV Committee, 2016. ‘KING IV Report on Corporate Governance for South Africa’,
Institute of Directors — Southern Africa, Johannesburg. [online]
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.iodsa.co.za/resource/collection/684B68A7-B768-465C-8214-
E3A007F15A5A/I0DSA _King_IV_Report - WebVersion.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

268


https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.iodsa.co.za/resource/collection/684B68A7-B768-465C-8214-E3A007F15A5A/IoDSA_King_IV_Report_-_WebVersion.pdf
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.iodsa.co.za/resource/collection/684B68A7-B768-465C-8214-E3A007F15A5A/IoDSA_King_IV_Report_-_WebVersion.pdf

Knox, S., Maklan, S. and French, P., 2005. Corporate social responsibility: Exploring
stakeholder relationships and programme reporting across leading FTSE companies. Journal
of Business Ethics, 61(1), pp.7-28.

Kotabe, M. and Scott Swan, K., 1995. The role of strategic alliances in high-technology new
product development. Strategic Management Journal. 16(8), pp.621-636.

Kothari, S.P., Shu, S. and Wysocki, P.D., 2009. Do managers withhold bad news?. Journal of
Accounting research. 47(1), pp.241-276.

KPMG, 2016. Integrated Reporting — Closing the reporting gap. [online]
https://home.kpma/xx/en/home/insights/2016/12/integrated-reporting-framework-investors-
closing-gap-slideshare-021216.html. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

KPMG, 2019. Survey of Integrated Reporting in Japan 2019: Integrated Reporting Center of
Excellence KPMG in Japan. [online] https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpma/jp/pdf/2020/jp-

en-integrated-reporting.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

KPMG, 2020. Corporate Reporting FY20 challenges, investors and other stakeholders drive
the ASX200 to apply integrated reporting principles. [online]
https://home.kpmg/au/en/home/insights/2020/11/asx200-corporate-reporting-trends-
2020.htmL. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

KPMG, 2020. The time has come. [online]
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2020/11/the-time-has-come.pdf. [Accessed
Feb. 2022]

Krause, J., Sellhorn, T. and Ahmed, K., 2017. Extreme uncertainty and forward-looking
disclosure properties. Abacus, 53(2), pp.240-272.

Kuhn, T., 1962. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2ed. University of Chicago Press,
Chicago.

Kurpierz, J.R. and Smith, K., 2020. The greenwashing triangle: adapting tools from fraud to
improve CSR reporting. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 11(6),
pp.1075-1093.

Kusnadi, Y., Leong, K.S., Suwardy, T. and Wang, J., 2016. Audit committees and financial
reporting quality in Singapore. Journal of Business Ethics, 139(1), pp.197-214.

269


https://home.kpmg/xx/en/home/insights/2016/12/integrated-reporting-framework-investors-closing-gap-slideshare-021216.html
https://home.kpmg/xx/en/home/insights/2016/12/integrated-reporting-framework-investors-closing-gap-slideshare-021216.html
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/jp/pdf/2020/jp-en-integrated-reporting.pdf
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/jp/pdf/2020/jp-en-integrated-reporting.pdf
https://home.kpmg/au/en/home/insights/2020/11/asx200-corporate-reporting-trends-2020.htmL
https://home.kpmg/au/en/home/insights/2020/11/asx200-corporate-reporting-trends-2020.htmL
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2020/11/the-time-has-come.pdf

Lai, A., Melloni, G. and Stacchezzini, R., 2018. Integrated reporting and narrative
accountability: the role of preparers. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 31 (5),
pp. 1381-1405.

Lamberton, G., 2005. Sustainability accounting—a brief history and conceptual framework.

Accounting Forum, 29(1), pp. 7-26.

Lang, M. and Lundholm, R., 1993. Cross-sectional determinants of analyst ratings of

corporate disclosures. Journal of Accounting Research, 31 (2), pp.246-271.

Lapointe-Antunes, P., Cormier, D., Magnan, M., and Gay-Angers, S., 2006. On the
relationship between voluntary disclosure, earnings smoothing and the value relevance of

earnings: the case of Switzerland. European Accounting Review, 15 (4), pp. 465-505.

Larrinaga-Gonzalez, C. and Bebbington, J., 2001. Accounting change or institutional
appropriation?—A case study of the implementation of environmental accounting. Critical

Perspectives on Accounting, 12(3), pp.269-292.

Larrinaga-Gonzalez, C., Carrasco-Fenech, F., Caro-Gonzalez, F. J., Correa-Ruiz, C. and
Paez-Sandubete, J. M., 2001. The role of environmental accounting in organizational change-
An exploration of Spanish companies. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. 14(2),
pp. 213-239.

Laux, V. and Stocken, P.C., 2012. Managerial reporting, overoptimism, and litigation risk.

Journal of Accounting and Economics, 53(3), pp.577-591.

Lee, K.W. and Yeo, G.H.H., 2016. The association between integrated reporting and firm
valuation. Review of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 47(4), pp.1221-1250.

Lee, S.M., Jiraporn, P. and Song, H., 2020. Customer concentration and stock price crash

risk. Journal of Business Research, 110, pp.327-346.

Lehman, G. and Kuruppu, S.C., 2017. A framework for social and environmental accounting

research. Accounting Forum, 41(3), pp. 139-146.

Leland, H.E. and Pyle, D.H., 1977. Informational asymmetries, financial structure, and

financial intermediation. The Journal of Finance, 32(2), pp.371-387.

Lev, B. and Zarowin, P., 1999. The boundaries of financial reporting and how to extend

them. Journal of Accounting research, 37(2), pp.353-385.

270



Lev, B., 1992. Information disclosure strategy. California Management Review, 34(4), pp.9-
32.

Lewis, L. and Unerman, J., 1999. Ethical relativism: a reason for differences in corporate

social reporting?. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 10(4), pp.521-547.

Li, F., 2010. The information content of forward-looking statements in corporate filings—A
naive Bayesian machine learning approach. Journal of Accounting Research, 48(5), pp.1049-
1102.

Li, J. J., Poppo, L., and Zhou, K. Z., 2010. Relational mechanisms, formal contracts, and
local knowledge acquisition by international subsidiaries. Strategic Management Journal,
31(4), pp. 349-370

Li, J., Pike, R. and Haniffa, R., 2008. Intellectual capital disclosure and corporate governance

structure in UK firms. Accounting and business research. 38(2), pp.137-159.

Li, X. and Yang, H.l., 2016. Mandatory financial reporting and voluntary disclosure: The
effect of mandatory IFRS adoption on management forecasts. The Accounting Review. 91(3),
pp.933-953.

Li, Z., Wang, P. and Wu, T., 2020. Do foreign institutional investors drive corporate social
responsibility? Evidence from listed firms in China. Journal of Business Finance and
Accounting, 48(1-2), pp.338-373.

Liesen, A., Hoepner, A.G., Patten, D.M. and Figge, F., 2015. Does stakeholder pressure
influence corporate GHG emissions reporting? Empirical evidence from Europe. Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal. 28(7), pp.1047-1074.

Lillis, A., 1999, A framework for the analysis of interview data from multiple field research

sites, Accounting and Finance, 39(1), pp. 79-105.

Lindblom, C., 1993. The Implications of Organizational Legitimacy for Corporate Social
Performance and Disclosure. Paper presented at the Critical Perspectives on Accounting
Conference, New York.

Lindlof, T. and Taylor, B., 2011. Qualitative Communication Research Method, 3rd edition,
Sage Publication, California, USA.

271



Linsley, P., and P. Shrives., 2006. Risk Reporting: A Study of Risk Disclosures in Annual
Reports of UK Companies. The British Accounting Review, 38 (4), pp. 387-404.

Liu, Z., Jubb, C. and Abhayawansa, S., 2019. Analysing and evaluating integrated reporting:
insights from applying a normative benchmark. Journal of Intellectual Capital. DUO:
10.1108/J1C-02-2018-0031.

Lodhia, S., 2015. Exploring the transition to integrated reporting through a practice lens: an

Australian customer owned bank perspective. Journal of business ethics, 129(3), pp.585-598.

Lodhia, S. and Stone, G., 2017. Integrated reporting in an internet and social media
communication environment: conceptual insights. Australian Accounting Review, 27(1),
pp.17-33.

Lounsbury, M., 2008. Institutional rationality and practice variation: New directions in the

institutional analysis of practice. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33 (4), pp. 349-361.

Lukka, K., 2010. The roles and effects of paradigms in accounting research. Management
Accounting Research, 21(2), pp.110-115.

Lyon, T.P. and Maxwell, J.W., 2011. Greenwash: corporate environmental disclosure under

threat of audit. Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 20(1), pp. 3-41.

Magness, V., 2006. Strategic posture, financial performance and environmental disclosure: an
empirical test of legitimacy theory. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 19(4),
pp. 540-563.

Malafronte, 1., Porzio, C., and Starita, M. G., 2016. The nature and determinants of disclosure
practices in the insurance industry: Evidence from European insurers. International Review of
Financial Analysis, 45, 367-382.

Mallin, C., Michelon, G. and Raggi, D., 2013. Monitoring intensity and stakeholders’
orientation: how does governance affect social and environmental disclosure?. Journal of
business ethics, 114(1), pp.29-43.

Manes-Rossi, F., Nicolo, G., and Orelli, R. L., 2017. Reshaping risk disclosure through
integrated reporting: Evidence from Italian early adopters. International Journal of Business
and Management, 12(10), pp.11-23.

272



Manetti, G. and Bellucci, M., 2016. The use of social media for engaging stakeholders in
sustainability reporting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 29 (6), pp. 985-
1011.

Mangena, M. and Pike, R., 2005. The effect of audit committee shareholding, financial
expertise and size on interim financial disclosures. Accounting and Business Research, 35(4),
pp.327-349.

Maroun, W., 2018. Modifying assurance practices to meet the needs of integrated reporting:
The case for “interpretive assurance”. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 31(2),
400-427.

Massingham, R., Massingham, P.R. and Dumay, J., 2019. Improving integrated reporting”.
Journal of Intellectual Capital, 20 (3), pp. 60-82.

Masulis, R. W., and Reza, S. W., 2015. Agency problems of corporate philanthropy. Review
of Financial Studies, 28 (2), pp.592-636.

Mathews, M. R., 1993. Socially Responsible Accounting, London: Chapman-Hall. McColgan.

Mathews, M.R., 1997. Twenty-five years of social and environmental accounting research: is
there a silver jubilee to celebrate?. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 10(4), pp.
481-531.

McNally, M.-A. and Maroun, W., 2018. It is not always bad news: illustrating the potential of
integrated reporting using a case study in the eco-tourism industry. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 31 (5), pp. 1319-1348.

Meek, G. K., Roberts, C. B. and Gray, S. J., 1995. Factors influencing voluntary annual
report disclosures by US, UK and continental European multinational corporations. Journal
of International Business Studies, 26 (3), pp.555-572.

Melloni, G., Caglio, A. and Perego, P., 2017. Saying more with less? Disclosure conciseness,
completeness and balance in Integrated Reports. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 36
(3), pp.220-238.

Menicucci, E. and Paolucci, G., 2018. Forward-looking information in integrated reporting:

A theoretical framework. African Journal of Business Management, 12(18), pp.555-567.

273



Menicucci, E. and Paolucci, G., 2019. Forward-Looking Intellectual Capital Information in
Integrated Reporting: An Empirical Analysis. International Journal of Business and
Management, 14 (8), pp.167-167.

Menicucci, E., 2018. Exploring forward-looking information in integrated reporting: a multi-

dimensional analysis. Journal of Applied Accounting Research, 33(1) pp. 115-144.

Mercer, M., 2005. The fleeting effects of disclosure forthcomingness on management's

reporting credibility. The Accounting Review, 80(2), pp.723-744.

Merkley K., 2014. Narrative disclosure and earnings performance: evidence from R&D. The
Accounting Review, 89(2), pp.725-757

Merkley, K.J., Bamber, L.S. and Christensen, T.E., 2013. Detailed management earnings
forecasts: do analysts listen?. Review of Accounting Studies, 18(2), pp.479-521.

Merton, R.C., 1987. A simple model of capital market equilibrium with incomplete

information.

Mesic, Z., Molnar, A. and Cerjak, M., 2018. Assessment of traditional food supply chain
performance using triadic approach: the role of relationships quality. Supply Chain

Management: An International Journal. 23 (5), pp.396-411.

Michelon, G., Pilonato, S., Ricceri, F., and Roberts, R. W., 2016. Behind camouflaging
traditional and innovative theoretical perspectives in social and environmental accounting

research. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 7(1), pp.2-25.

Miemczyk, J., Johnsen, T.E. and Macquet, M., 2012. Sustainable purchasing and supply
management: a structured literature review of definitions and measures at the dyad, chain and

network levels. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 17(5), pp. 478-496.

Miles, M.B., Huberman, A.M. and Saldafia, J., 2014. Qualitative data analysis: A methods

sourcebook. 3rd.

Mingers, J., 2000. The contribution of critical realism as an underpinning philosophy for
OR/MS and systems. Journal of the Operational Research Society, 51(11), pp.1256-1270.

Minichiello, V., Aroni, R., Timewell, E., and Alexander, L., 1995. In-depth interviewing:
Principles, techniques, analysis (2nd ed.). Sydney, Australia: Longman.

274



Mishra, A.A. and Shah, R., 2009. In union lies strength: collaborative competence in new
product development and its performance effects. Journal of Operations Management, 27(4),
pp.324-338.

Mobus, J. L., 2005. Mandatory environmental disclosures in a legitimacy theory context,
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 18(4), pp.492-517.

Modell, S., 2009. In defence of triangulation: a critical realist approach to mixed methods

research in management accounting. Management Accounting Research, 20(3), pp.208-221.

Modell, S., 2010. Bridging the paradigm divide in management accounting research: The role

of mixed methods approaches. Management Accounting Research, 21(2), pp.124-129.

Modi, S.B. and Mabert, V.A., 2007. Supplier development: improving supplier performance
through knowledge transfer. Journal of Operations Management, 25(1), pp.42-64.

Modugu, K.P. and Eboigbe, S.W., 2017. Corporate attributes and corporate disclosure level
of listed companies in Nigeria: A post-IFRS adoption study. Journal of Finance and
Accounting, 5(2), pp.44-56.

Moroney, R. and Trotman, K.T., 2016. Differences in auditors' materiality assessments when
auditing financial statements and sustainability reports. Contemporary Accounting Research,
33(2), pp.551-575.

Muth, M. and Donaldson, L., 1998. Stewardship theory and board structure: a contingency

approach. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 6(1), pp.5-28.

Nagar, V., Nanda, D. and Wysocki, P., 2003. Discretionary disclosure and stock-based

incentives. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 34(1-3), pp.283-309.

Nakamba, C.C., Chan, P.W. and Sharmina, M., 2017. How does social sustainability feature
in studies of supply chain management? A review and research agenda. Supply Chain
Management, 22(6), pp.522-541.

New, S.J., 2015. Modern slavery and the supply chain: the limits of corporate social

responsibility?. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 20(6), pp.697-707.

Newman, P., and R. Sansing. 1993. Disclosure policies with multiple users. The Accounting
Research, 31(1), pp.92-112.

275



Ng, J., Tuna, I. and Verdi, R., 2013. Management forecast credibility and underreaction to

news. Review of Accounting Studies, 18(4), pp.956-986.

Narreklit, H., Narreklit, L. and Mitchell, F, 2010. Towards a paradigmatic foundation for
accounting practice, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 23(6), pp.733-758.

O’Donovan, G., 2002. Environmental disclosures in the annual report — Extending the
applicability and predictive power of legitimacy theory. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 15(3), pp. 344-371.

Obeng, V.A., Ahmed, K. and Cahan, S.F., 2021. Integrated Reporting and Agency Costs:
International Evidence from Voluntary Adopters, European Accounting Review, 30(4),
pp.645-674.

Orij, R., 2010. Corporate social disclosures in the context of national cultures and stakeholder
theory. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 23 (7), pp. 868-889.

O'Riordan, L. and Fairbrass, J., 2008. Corporate social responsibility (CSR): Models and
theories in stakeholder dialogue. Journal of Business Ethics, 83(4), pp. 745-758.

Orts, E., and A. Strudler., 2002. The ethical and environmental limits of stakeholder theory.
Business Ethics Quarterly, 12(2), pp.215-33.

Pache, A., & Santos, F., 2010. When worlds collide: The internal dynamics of organizational
responses to conflicting institutional demands. Academy of Management Review, 35 (3), pp.
455-476.

Pagell, M. and Wu, Z., 2009. Building a more complete theory of sustainable supply chain
management using case studies of 10 exemplars. Journal of supply chain management, 45(2),
pp.37-56.

Paniagua, J., Rivelles, R. and Sapena, J., 2018. Corporate governance and financial
performance: The role of ownership and board structure. Journal of Business Research, 89,
pp.229-234.

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Two decades of developments in qualitative inquiry: A personal,

experiential perspective. Qualitative social work, 1(3), 261-283.

276



Paulraj, A., Chen, 1.J. and Blome, C., 2017. Motives and performance outcomes of
sustainable supply chain management practices: A multi-theoretical perspective. Journal of
Business Ethics, 145(2), pp.239-258.

Perego, P., Kennedy, S. and Whiteman, G., 2016. A lot of icing but little cake? Taking

integrated reporting forward. Journal of cleaner production, 136, pp.53-64.

Pérez, A., Lopez, C., Garcia-De, L. S. and Maria, D. M., 2017. An empirical exploration of
the link between reporting to stakeholders and corporate social responsibility reputation in the
Spanish context. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 30(3), pp.668-698.

Pfeffer, J and Salancik, G., 1978. The External Control of Organizations: A Resource-

dependence Perspective. New York: Harper & Row.

Philliber, S.G., Schwab, M.R. and Sloss, G.S., 1980. Social research. Adelaide: FE Peacock

Publishers.

Phillips, M. E., 1994. Industry mindsets: Exploring the cultures of two macro-organizational

settings. Organizational Science, 5(3), pp.384-402.

Pistoni, A., Songini, L. and Bavagnoli, F., 2018. Integrated reporting quality: An empirical
analysis. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 25(4), pp.489-
507.

Porter, M.E., and Kramer, M.R., 2011. Creating shared value. Harvard Business Review,
89(1-2), pp.62-T77.

Prado-Lorenzo, J.M., Gallego-Alvarez, 1. and Garcia-Sanchez, .M., 2009. Stakeholder
engagement and corporate social responsibility reporting: the ownership structure effect.

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 16(2), pp.94-107.

Prawitt, D.F., Smith, J.L. and Wood, D.A., 2009. Internal audit quality and earnings
management. The accounting review, 84(4), pp.1255-1280.

Prencipe, A., 2004. Proprietary costs and determinants of voluntary segment disclosure:

evidence from Italian listed companies. European Accounting Review, 13(2), pp. 319-340.

Prinsloo, A. and Maroun, W., 2020. An exploratory study on the components and quality of
combined assurance in an integrated or a sustainability reporting setting. Sustainability
Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 12(1), pp. 1-29.

277



Puroila, J. and Makela, H., 2019. Matter of opinion: Exploring the socio-political nature of
materiality disclosures in sustainability reporting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 32(4), pp.1043-1072.

PwC, 2014. Towards more relevant reporting: an analysis of the Straits Times Index

constituents’ annual reports. [online] https://www.pwc.com/sg/en/risk-assurance/assets/ir-

towards-more-relevant-reporting.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

PWC, 2019. Implementing integrated reporting: PwC's practical guide to a new business

language. [online] https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/services/audit-

assurance/publications/implementing-integrated-reporting.html. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

PwC, 2021a. Reporting on a changing work: PwC’s Annual Review of Reporting Practices in

the FTSE 350. [online] https://www.pwc.co.uk/audit/assets/pdf/reporting-on-a-changing-

world.pdf. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

PWC, 2021b. A leadership agenda to take on tomorrow: 24" Annual Global CEO Survey-
Singapore findings. [online] https://www.pwc.com/sg/en/publications/ceo-survey-2021.html.
[Accessed Feb. 2022]

Quintana-Garcia, C., Benavides-Chicon, C.G. and Marchante-Lara, M., 2021. Does a green
supply chain improve corporate reputation? Empirical evidence from European

manufacturing sectors. Industrial Marketing Management, 92, pp.344-353.

Raman, K. and Shahrur, H., 2008. Relationship-specific investments and earnings
management: Evidence on corporate suppliers and customers. The Accounting Review, 83(4),
pp.1041-1081.

Rasche, A., and D. Esser., 2006. From stakeholder management to stakeholder

accountability. Journal of Business Ethics, 65(3), pp.251-67.

Ravasi, D., and Schultz, M., 2006. Responding to organizational identity threats: Exploring

the role of organizational culture. Academy of Management Journal, 49(3), pp.433-458.

Reuter, M. and Messner, M., 2015. Lobbying on the integrated reporting framework: An
analysis of comment letters to the 2011 discussion paper of the IIRC. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 28(3), pp. 365-402.

278


https://www.pwc.com/sg/en/risk-assurance/assets/ir-towards-more-relevant-reporting.pdf
https://www.pwc.com/sg/en/risk-assurance/assets/ir-towards-more-relevant-reporting.pdf
https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/services/audit-assurance/publications/implementing-integrated-reporting.html
https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/services/audit-assurance/publications/implementing-integrated-reporting.html
https://www.pwc.co.uk/audit/assets/pdf/reporting-on-a-changing-world.pdf
https://www.pwc.co.uk/audit/assets/pdf/reporting-on-a-changing-world.pdf
https://www.pwc.com/sg/en/publications/ceo-survey-2021.html

Reuter, M. and Messner, M.,2015. Lobbying on the integrated reporting framework: An
analysis of comment letters to the 2011 discussion paper of the IIRC. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 28 (3), pp. 365-402.

Revilla, E. and Knoppen, D., 2015. Building knowledge integration in buyer-supplier
relationships. International Journal of Operations and Production Management, 35(10), pp.
1408-1436.

Revilla, E. and Knoppen, D., 2015. Building knowledge integration in buyer-supplier
relationships. International Journal of Operations and Production Management. 35(10),
pp.1408-1436.

Reynolds, M. and Yuthas, K., 2008. Moral discourse and corporate social responsibility

reporting. Journal of Business Ethics, 78(1), pp.47-64.

Reynolds, S., F. Schultz, and D. Hekman., 2006. Stakeholder theory and managerial decision
making: Constraints and implications of balancing stakeholder interests. Journal of Business
Ethics, 64(3), pp.285-301.

Richardson, A.J., 2012. Paradigms, theory and management accounting practice: A comment
on Parker (forthcoming)“Qualitative management accounting research: Assessing

deliverables and relevance”. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 23(1), pp.83-88.

Rinaldi, L., Unerman, J. and De Villiers, C., 2018. Evaluating the integrated reporting
journey: insights, gaps and agendas for future research. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 31(5), pp.1294-1318.

Riviere-Giordano, G., Giordano-Spring, S. and Cho, C.H., 2018, Does the level of assurance
statement on environmental disclosure affect investor assessment? An experimental study,

Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 9(3), pp. 336-360.
Roberts, L., 2011. Integrated reporting: the status quo. Accountancy SA, pp.22-23.

Roberts, R. W., 1992. Determinants of corporate social responsibility disclosure: An
application of stakeholder theory. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 17(6), pp. 595-612.

Robertson, F.A. and Samy, M., 2015. Factors affecting the diffusion of integrated reporting—a
UK FTSE 100 perspective. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 6(2),
pp.190-223.

279



Robertson, F.A. and Samy, M., 2020. Rationales for integrated reporting adoption and factors
impacting on the extent of adoption: A UK perspective. Sustainability Accounting,

Management and Policy Journal, 11(2), pp. 351-382.

Rogers, J.L. and Stocken, P.C., 2005. Credibility of management forecasts. The Accounting
Review, 80(4), pp.1233-1260.

Rogers, J.L., Van Buskirk, A. and Zechman, S.L., 2011. Disclosure tone and shareholder
litigation. The Accounting Review, 86(6), pp.2155-2183.

Roslender, R. and Nielsen, C., 2020. Accounting for the value expectations of customers: Re-

imagining the Integrated Reporting initiative. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, p.102244.

Ross, S.A., 1977. The determination of financial structure: the incentive-signalling approach.

The Bell Journal of Economics, pp.23-40.

Ross, S.A., 1979. Disclosure regulation in financial markets: Implications of modern finance

theory and signaling theory. Issues in Financial Regulation, 5(1979), pp.177-202.

Rowbottom, N. and Locke, J., 2016. The emergence of <IR>. Accounting and Business
Research, 46(1), pp.83-115.

Ruf, B., K. Muralidhar, R. Brown, J. Janney, and K. Paul., 2001. An empirical investigation
of the relationship between change in corporate social performance and financial

performance: A stakeholder theory perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 32(2), pp.143-56.

Ryan, B., Scapens, R.W., Theobald, M., 2002. Research Method and Methodology in

Finance and Accounting, 2nd edition. Thomson, Padstow.

Salvi, A., Vitolla, F., Raimo, N., Rubino, M. and Petruzzella, F., 2020. Does intellectual
capital disclosure affect the cost of equity capital? An empirical analysis in the integrated

reporting context. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 21(6), pp. 985-1007.

SASB, 2020. SASB Standards & Other ESG Frameworks. [online]

https://www.sasb.org/about/sash-and-other-esg-frameworks/. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

SASB, 2021. Strengthening an Integrated Report Using SASB Standards. [online]
https://www.sasb.org/blog/strengthening-an-integrated-report-using-sasb-standards/.
[Accessed Feb. 2022]

280


https://www.sasb.org/about/sasb-and-other-esg-frameworks/
https://www.sasb.org/blog/strengthening-an-integrated-report-using-sasb-standards/

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A., 2009. Research methods for business students.

Pearson education.
Sayer, A., 2000. Realism and Social Science. Sage, Thousand Oaks.

Schilke, O., and Cook, K. S., 2015. Sources of alliance partner trustworthiness: Integrating

calculative and relational perspectives. Strategic Management Journal, 36(2), pp. 276-297.

Schleicher, T., Hussainey, K. and Walker, M., 2007. Loss firms’ annual report narratives and

share price anticipation of earnings. The British Accounting Review, 39 (2), pp.153-171.

Scotland, J., 2012. Exploring the philosophical underpinnings of research: Relating ontology
and epistemology to the methodology and methods of the scientific, interpretive, and critical
research paradigms. English language teaching, 5(9), pp.9-16.

Securities Commission Malaysia, 2020. Corporate Governance Monitor 2020. [online]
https://www.sc.com.my/api/documentms/download.ashx?id=ff69ce0d-a35e-44d4-996a-
€591529¢56¢7. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Seidman, 1., 2006. Interviewing as qualitative research: A guide for researchers in education

and the social sciences. Teachers college press.

Sethi, P., 1977. Dimensions of corporate social performance: An analytical framework, in

A.B. Carroll (ed.), Managing corporate social responsibility, Boston, MA: Little, Brown.

Sethi, P., 1979. A conceptual framework for environmental analysis of social issues and

evaluation of business response pattern. Academy of Management Review, 4(1), pp. 63-74.

Setia, N., Abhayawansa, S., Joshi, M. and Huynh, A., 2015. Integrated reporting in South
Africa: some initial evidence. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal.
6(3), pp.397-424.

Sharma, S. and Henriques, 1., 2005. Stakeholder influences on sustainability practices in the
Canadian forest products industry. Strategic Management Journal, 26(2), pp.159-180.

Shivakumar, L., Urcan, O., Vasvari, F.P. and Zhang, L., 2011. The debt market relevance of
management earnings forecasts: Evidence from before and during the credit crisis. Review of
Accounting Studies, 16(3), pp.464-486.

Shocker, A. D. and Sethi, S. P., 1973. An approach to incorporating societal preferences in

developing corporate action strategies. California Management Review, 15(4), pp. 97-105.

281


https://www.sc.com.my/api/documentms/download.ashx?id=ff69ce0d-a35e-44d4-996a-c591529c56c7
https://www.sc.com.my/api/documentms/download.ashx?id=ff69ce0d-a35e-44d4-996a-c591529c56c7

Siegel, P. A., and Brockner, J., 2005. Individual and organizational consequences of CEO
claimed handicapping: What's good for the CEO may not be so good for the firm.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 96 (1), pp.1-22.

Siew, R.Y., 2015. A review of corporate sustainability reporting tools (SRTs). Journal of

environmental management, 164, pp.180-195.

Simnett, R. and Huggins, A.L., 2015. Integrated reporting and assurance: where can research

add value?. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal. 6(1), pp.29-53.

Simnett, R., Vanstraelen, A., and Chua, W.F., 2009. Assurance on sustainability reports: an

international comparison. The Accounting Review, 84 (3), 937 —967.

Singh, I. and Mitchell Van der Zahn, J.L.W., 2008. Determinants of intellectual capital
disclosure in prospectuses of initial public offerings. Accounting and Business Research,
38(5), pp.409-431.

Skinner, D. J., 1997. Earnings disclosure and stockholder lawsuits. Journal of Accounting
and Economics, 23(3), pp. 249-283.

Skinner, D.J., 1994. Why firms voluntarily disclose bad news. Journal of Accounting
Research, 32(1), pp.38-60.

Slack, R. and Tsalavoutas, I., 2018. Integrated reporting decision usefulness: Mainstream
equity market views. Accounting Forum, 42(2), pp. 184-198.

Smith, J., Adhikari, A. and Tondkar, R. H., 2005. Exploring differences in social disclosures
internationally: A stakeholder perspective. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 24(2),
123-151

Solomon, J. and W. Maroun., 2012. Integrated Reporting: The Influence of King I11 on
Social, Ethical and Environmental Reporting (ACCA, London).

Sorour, M.K., Shrives, P.J., EI-Sakhawy, A.A. and Soobaroyen, T., 2021. Exploring the
evolving motives underlying corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosures in developing
countries: the case of “political CSR” reporting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 34 (5), pp. 1051-1079.

282



Spence, C., Husillos, J. and Correa-Ruiz, C., 2010. Cargo cult science and the death of
politics: a critical review of social and environmental accounting research, Critical

Perspectives on Accounting, 21(1), pp. 76-89.
Spence, M., 1973. Job market signaling, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 87(3), pp.355-374.

Spira, L.F. and Page, M., 2003. Risk management: The reinvention of internal control and the
changing role of internal audit. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 16(4), pp.
640-661.

Steenkamp, N., 2018. Top ten South African companies’ disclosure of materiality
determination process and material issues in integrated reports. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 19(2), pp.230-247.

Stensaker, B., Harvey, L., Huisman, J., Langfeldt, L., and Westerheijden, D. F., 2010. The
impact of European standards and guidelines in agency evaluations. European Journal of
Education, 45(4), pp.577-587.

Steyn, M., 2014. Organisational benefits and implementation challenges of mandatory
integrated reporting: perspectives of senior executives at South African listed companies.
Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 5 (4), pp.476-503.

Stoney, C. and Winstanley, D., 2001. Stakeholding: Confusion or utopia? Mapping the
conceptual terrain. Journal of Management Studies, 38(5), pp.603-626.

Stuart, A.C., Bedard, J.C. and Clark, C.E., 2020. Corporate social responsibility disclosures
and investor judgments in difficult times: The role of ethical culture and assurance. Journal

of Business Ethics, pp.1-18.

Stubbs, W. and Higgins, C., 2014. Integrated reporting and internal mechanisms of change.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 27(7), pp.1068-1089.

Stubbs, W. and Higgins, C., 2018. Stakeholders’ perspectives on the role of regulatory reform
in integrated reporting. Journal of Business Ethics, 147(3), pp.489-508.

Suchman, M., 1995. Managing legitimacy: Strategic approaches and institutional approaches.

Academy of Management Review, 20(3), pp.571-610.

Sukhari, A. and De Villiers, C., 2019. The influence of integrated reporting on business
model and strategy disclosures. Australian Accounting Review, 29 (4), pp.708-725.

283



Tasker, S., 1998. Bridging the information gap: quarterly conference calls as a medium for

voluntary disclosure. Review of Accounting Studies, 3 (1-2), pp.137-167.

Tata, J. and Prasad, S., 2015. CSR communication: An impression management perspective.
Journal of Business Ethics, 132(4), pp.765-778.

Tate, W. L., Ellram, L. M., and Kirchoff, J. F.,2010. Corporate social responsibility reports:
A thematic analysis related to supply chain management. Journal of Supply Chain
Management, 46(1), pp.19-44.

Tayles, M, Pike, R, Sofian, S., 2007. Intellectual capital, management accounting practices
and corporate performance: perceptions of managers. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 2(4), pp.522-548.

Thai, V. and Jie, F., 2018. The impact of total quality management and supply chain
integration on firm performance of container shipping companies in Singapore. Asia Pacific
Journal of Marketing and Logistics. 30(3), pp.1355-5855.

The UK Bribery Act (2010). Available at:
https://www.leqgislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/23/contents.

The UK Companies Act (2006). Available at:
https://www.leqgislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/46/contents.

The UK Modern Slavery Act 2015. Available at:
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/30/contents/enacted.

Thomson, 1., 2015. ‘But does sustainability need capitalism or an integrated report ‘a
commentary on ‘The International Integrated Reporting Council: A story of failure ‘by

Flower, J. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 27, pp.18-22.

Thomson, 1., Grubnic, S. and Georgakopoulos, G., 2014. Exploring accounting-sustainability
hybridisation in the UK public sector. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 39(6), pp.453-
476.

Thoradeniya, P., Lee, J., Tan, R. and Ferreira, A., 2015. Sustainability reporting and the
theory of planned behaviour. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 28(7), pp.1099-
1137.

284


https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/23/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/46/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/30/contents/enacted

Thoradeniya, P., Lee, J., Tan, R. and Ferreira, A., 2021. From Intention to Action on
Sustainability Reporting: The Role of Individual, Organisational and Institutional Factors

during War and Post-war Periods. The British Accounting Review, p.101-021.

Thornburg S, Roberts RW., 2008. Money, politics, and regulation of public accounting
services: evidence from the Sarbanes-Oxley act of 2002. Accounting, Organizations and
Society, 33(2), pp. 229-248.

Tilt, C. A., 1994. The influence of external pressure groups on corporate social disclosure.
Some empirical evidence. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 7(4), pp.47-72.

Tinker, A. and Neimark, M., 1987. The role of annual reports in gender and class

contradictions at General Motors, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 12(1), pp. 71-88.

Tiwari, M., Tiwari, T., Sam Santhose, S., Mishra, L., MR, R. and Sundararaj, V., 2021.
Corporate social responsibility and supply chain: A study for evaluating corporate hypocrisy

with special focus on stakeholders. International Journal of Finance and Economics.

Tjahjadi, B., Harymawan, I. and Warsidi, N.S., 2020. Implementation of integrated reporting:

a cross-countries' study. Entrepreneurship and Sustainability Issues, 7(4), p.2832.

Uddin, S., Siddiqui, J. and Islam, M.A., 2018. Corporate social responsibility disclosures,
traditionalism and politics: A story from a traditional setting. Journal of Business Ethics,
151(2), pp.409-428.

Ulrich, D. and Barney, J.B., 1984. Perspectives in organizations: resource dependence,
efficiency, and population. Academy of Management Review, 9(3), pp.471-481.

Unerman, J. and Chapman, C., 2014. Academic contributions to enhancing accounting for

sustainable development. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 39(6), pp.385-394.

Valdez-Juarez, L. E., Gallardo-Vazquez, D., and Ramos-Escobar, E. A., 2018. CSR and the
supply chain: Effects on the results of SMEs. Sustainability, 10(7), pp.23-56.

Value Reporting Foundation, 2021. The Value Reporting Foundation responds to IFRS
Foundation Constitution consultation. [online]

https://www.valuereportingfoundation.org/news/the-value-reporting-foundation-responds-to-

ifrs-foundation-constitution-consultation/. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

285


https://www.valuereportingfoundation.org/news/the-value-reporting-foundation-responds-to-ifrs-foundation-constitution-consultation/
https://www.valuereportingfoundation.org/news/the-value-reporting-foundation-responds-to-ifrs-foundation-constitution-consultation/

Van Bommel, K., 2014, Towards a legitimate compromise? An exploration of integrated
reporting in the Netherlands. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 27(7), pp.1157—
1189.

Van der Laan Smith, J., Adikhari, A. and Tondkar, R.H., 2005. Exploring differences in
social disclosures internationally: a stakeholder perspective. Journal of Accounting and
Public Policy, 24(2), pp.123-151.

Varadarajan, R., 2017. Innovating for sustainability: A framework for sustainable innovations
and a model of sustainable innovations orientation. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 45(1), pp.14-36.

Verrecchia, R.E., 1983. Discretionary disclosure. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 5,
pp.179-194.

Verrecchia, R.E., 2001. Essays on disclosure. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 32(1-3),
pp.97-180.

Vesty, G.M., Ren, C. and Ji, S., 2018. Integrated reporting as a test of worth: a conversation
with the chairman of an integrated reporting pilot organisation. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 31(5), pp.1406-1434.

Walker, H. and Jones, N., 2012. Sustainable supply chain management across the UK private
sector. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 17(1), pp.15-28.

Wallman, S.M., 1997. The future of accounting and financial reporting, part IV: “access”
accounting. Accounting Horizons, 11(2), p.103.

Wang, K.T. and Li, D., 2016. Market reactions to the first-time disclosure of corporate social

responsibility reports: Evidence from China. Journal of Business Ethics, 138(4), pp.661-682.

Wang, L. and Tuttle, B., 2014. Using corporate social responsibility performance to evaluate

financial disclosure credibility. Accounting and Business Research, 44(5), pp.523-544.

Wang, M. and Hussainey, K., 2013. Voluntary forward-looking statements driven by
corporate governance and their value relevance. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 32
(3), pp. 26-49.

286



Wang, R., Zhou, S. and Wang, T., 2020. Corporate governance, integrated reporting and the
use of credibility-enhancing mechanisms on integrated reports. European Accounting Review,
29(4), pp.631-663.

Wartick, S. and Mahon, J. F., 1994. Toward a sustainable definition of the corporate issue

construct: a review and synthesis of the literature, Business and Society, 33(3), pp. 293-311.

Watts, R. and Zimmerman, J.L., 1983. Agency problems, auditing and theory of the firm:

some evidence. Journal of Law and Economics, 12(26), 613-633.
Watts, R.L. and Zimmerman, J.L., 1986. Positive accounting theory.

Waymire, G., 1985. Earnings volatility and voluntary management forecast disclosures.
Journal of Accounting Research, 23 (1), pp.268—295.

WBCSD, 2020. Reporting matters: Maintaining ambition amidst disruption. [online]

https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/Redefining-Value/External-Disclosure/Reporting-

matters/Resources/Reporting-matters-2020. [Accessed Feb. 2022]

Webb, E.J., Campbell, D.T., Schwartz, R.D. and Sechrest, L., 1999. Unobtrusive measures
(Vol. 2). Sage Publications.

West, A., 2006, Theorising South Africa’s corporate governance. Journal of Business Ethics,
68(4), pp.433-448.

Williamson, O. E., 1979. Transaction cost economics: The governance of contractual

relations. Journal of Law and Economics, 22 (2), pp.233-261.

Wilmshurst, T. D. and Frost, G. R., 2000. Corporate environmental reporting: A test of
legitimacy theory. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 13(1), pp. 10-26.

Yawar, S.A. and Seuring, S., 2017. Management of social issues in supply chains: a literature
review exploring social issues, actions and performance outcomes. Journal of Business
Ethics,141(3), pp.621-643.

Yin, C., Cheng, X., Yang, Y. and Palmon, D., 2020. Do corporate frauds distort suppliers’

investment decisions?. Journal of Business Ethics, pp.1-18.

Yin, R.K., 1981. The case study crisis: Some answers. Administrative science quarterly,
26(1), pp.58-65.

287


https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/Redefining-Value/External-Disclosure/Reporting-matters/Resources/Reporting-matters-2020
https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/Redefining-Value/External-Disclosure/Reporting-matters/Resources/Reporting-matters-2020

Yin, R.K., 2009. Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 4th edition. Sage publication,
California, USA.

Zhang, C., Viswanathan, S. and Henke, J.W. Jr, 2011. The boundary spanning capabilities of
purchasing agents in buyer-supplier trust development. Journal of Operations Management.
9(4), pp. 318-328.

Zhang, Z. and Chen, H., 2019. Media coverage and impression management in corporate
social responsibility reports: Evidence from China. Sustainability Accounting, Management
and Policy Journal, 11(5), pp. 863-886.

Zhou, S., Simnett, R. and Green, W., 2017. Does integrated reporting matter to the capital
market?. Abacus, 53(1), pp.94-132.

288



Appendices

Appendix 1: International <IR> Framework 2013/2021 comparison (extract information relevant to this study from IIRC (2021))

International <IR> Framework, December 2013

International <IR> Framework, January 2021

Preface

About Integrated Reporting.

Further clarify what IR is:

“Integrated reporting is part of an evolving corporate
reporting system. This system is enabled by
comprehensive frameworks and standards, addressing
measurement and disclosure in relation to all capitals,

appropriate regulation and effective assurance.”

Part I: Introduction

Using the <IR> Framework
Responsibility for an integrated

report.

Require an integrated report include a statement
from those charged with governance, or if not,
explain:

* What role those charged with governance

played in its preparation and presentation

Future emphasis on the role of corporate governance
and further clarifies the applicability of IR with

different organizational situations by adding:

“[...] the organization will take into account its own
governance structure, which is a function of its
jurisdiction, cultural and legal context, size and
ownership characteristics.

It is important to consider the intent of paragraph 1.20

(Using the <IR> Framework Responsibility for an
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*What steps are being taken to include such a
statement in future reports

* The time frame for doing so

integrated report), which is to promote the integrity of
the integrated report through the commitment of the
body responsible for overseeing the strategic direction

of the organization.”

Further clarify what information is expected in cases
where legal or regulatory requirements preclude a
statement of responsibility from those charged with

governance:

Disclosures about the process followed to prepare and
present the integrated report are encouraged. Such
disclosures can include:

* Related systems, procedures and controls, including
key responsibilities and activities

* The role of those charged with governance, including

relevant committees.

Fundamental Concepts
Value creation, preserved or
eroded for the organization and

for others

[...] “That value has two interrelated aspects —
value created for:
* The organization itself, which enables financial

returns to the providers of financial capital”

Emphasis on value creation, preserved or eroded

instead of value creation only:
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[...] “That value has two interrelated aspects — value
created, preserved or eroded for:
* The organization itself, which affects financial

returns to the providers of financial capital”

Fundamental Concepts

The value creation
process/Process through which
value is created, preserved or

eroded

Focus on value creation only

Organization’s activities

[...] “The organization’s activities and its outputs

lead to outcomes in terms of effects on the

capitals.”

Further explain how value can also be preserved or

eroded:

“although organizations aim to create value, the overall
stock of capitals can also either undergo a net decrease
or experience no net change. In such cases, value is

eroded or preserved.”

Emphasis on the organization’s business activities:

[...] “The organization’s business activities and

outputs lead to outcomes in terms of effects on the

capitals.”

Part I1: The integrated report

Content Elements
Business model

Further explain what key outcomes are:
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“An integrated report describes key outcomes,
including:

[...] Both positive outcomes (i.e. those that result
in a net increase in the capitals and thereby create
value) and negative outcomes (i.e. those that
result in a net decrease in the capitals and thereby

diminish value).”

No explanation about outputs and outcomes.

“An integrated report describes key outcomes.
Outcomes are the internal and external consequences
(positive and negative) for the capitals as a result of an
organization’s business activities and outputs. [...]
Both positive outcomes (i.e. those that result in a net
increase in the capitals and thereby create value) and
negative outcomes (i.e. those that result in a net

decrease in the capitals and thereby erode value).”

Explain the difference between outputs and outcomes
using examples, including both positive and negative

outcomes:

A simple example illustrates the distinction between
outputs and outcomes, and the importance of a
balanced consideration of outcomes.

“An automotive manufacturer produces internal
combustion engine cars as its core output. Positive
outcomes include increases in financial capital
(through profits to the company and supply chain

partners, shareholder dividends and local tax
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No emphasis on balanced reporting and
disclosing both qualitative and quantitative

information.

contributions) and enhanced social and relationship
capital (through improved brand and reputation,
underpinned by satisfied customers and a commitment
to quality and innovation).

Negative outcomes include adverse consequences for
natural capital (through product-related fossil fuel
depletion and air quality reduction) and reduced social
and relationship capital (through the influence of
product-related health and environmental concerns on

social licence to operate).”

Emphasis on the needs of balanced reporting and both

qualitative and quantitative information:

“An integrated report presents outcomes in a balanced
way. Where practicable, it supports the organization’s
assessment of the use of and effects on the capitals with
qualitative and quantitative information (see
paragraphs 1.11, 3.44-3.45, 5.6-5.7.)”
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General Reporting Guidance

General reporting guidance under Content
Elements.
No emphasis on individual organizational

circumstances.

General Reporting Guidance is a standalone section.

Further emphasis on the disclosure of material matters

and individual organizational circumstances:

“[...] It is important that disclosures are specific to the

circumstances of the organization.”

Glossary

Those charged with governance

Those charged with governance: The person(s) or
organization(s) (e.g. the board of directors or a
corporate trustee) with responsibility for
overseeing the strategic direction of an
organization and its obligations with respect to

accountability and stewardship.

Further explanation:

“[...] For some organizations and jurisdictions, those
charged with governance may include executive

management.”
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Appendix 2: Decision Rules for Coding Sample Reports
To identify forward-looking information disclosure, a broad definition of forward-looking

information is adopted as explained below:

1. Sentences are to be coded as forward-looking information disclosure if the reader is
informed of any opportunities, plans and forecasts that enable report users to assess an
organisation’s future performance or prospect; and of any risks, uncertainties or threats that

may impact the value creation of an organisation over time.

2. Forward-looking sentences can be identified, but not limited to, by terms such as,

9% ¢ 99 ¢ 29 ¢ 29 ¢ 99 ¢y

predict,” “may,” “intend,” “plan,

29 ¢

“believe,” “anticipate,” “estimate, potential,” “predict,”

2% ¢ 99 ¢ 99 ¢

“will,” “expect,” “aim,” “project,” “outlook”, “target” and similar expressions.

3.. Although the definition of forward-looking information is broad, disclosures must be

specifically stated and cannot be implied.

4. Tables, charts or diagrams that provide forward-looking information will be included and

coded accordingly.

5. A sentence could be coded to different items if the sentence has more than one possible

classification.

6. The following sections of reports will be excluded: Financial review; Business Review;
Operating Review; Financial summary; Financial statements (notes in relation to assumptions
and measurement of forward-looking information will be included); Director’s remuneration

report.

7. Any forward-looking information disclosure relating to employees will not be included
unless it contains information about corporate social responsibility or reporting process, e.g.

health and safety or employees’ involvement in the process of reporting.

8. General discussions relating to supplier/customer relationships will not be included unless
explicitly demonstrate the importance of supplier/customer relationships in the process of
value creation over time, the strategies to manage these relationships or verifiable results, e.g.

resources dependency, supplier/customer engagement plan or customer satisfaction survey.

9. Strategic objectives only include those discussions that can be linked to suppliers and

customers, supply chain, distribution channels or products and services.
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10. Investment activities in products and services are investments that aim to gain
competitive advantages, such as the introduction of new products/services, product/service

differentiation and production cost reduction.

11. Sentences of existing risks will not be included unless explicitly state the risks have a

material impact on future value creation.

12. Sentences of risks in relation to products and services failure, product development,

customer satisfaction and sourcing will be coded to operational risk. Sentences of risks in
relation to cybersecurity, technology failure, information access and availability that will
have a material influence on an organisation’s reputation, customer satisfaction and value

creation will be coded to technology risk.

13. Stakeholder engagement involves processes and plans that demonstrate how an
organisation engages with different stakeholder groups. There will be zero score if investor or

shareholder is the only engaged stakeholder group.

14. Risk and sustainability assurance will be categorised into Assurance. General discussions
relating to internal assurance will not be included, unless specific internal assurance

processes are identified, such as regular audit committee meetings.

15. The score of 1 or 0 is given based on the presence or absence of a disclosure item, but any

disclosure that is repeated will be recorded each time it is discussed for qualitative analysis.
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Appendix 3: Interview Guide

As described in Chapter 5, the interview guide is designed to list the questions that need to be
addressed in order to fulfil the objectives of this study. The listed interview questions below
are developed from different themes, literature, and theories covering all the research
objectives. The participants are not asked these questions in sequence, rather a conversational
style is used to seek answers from participants. Before conducting the interview, a brief
introduction of the researcher and the study is made, and the interviewees are then asked
about their roles and responsibilities in the organisation.

Guiding interview questions for personnel from organisations
Reporting process:

1. What are your views on forward-looking information disclosure, including risk disclosure

and sustainability disclosure?

2. Are you following any guidelines for your forward-looking information disclosure? Or are
you using other organisations’ formats of forward-looking information disclosure as a model

for your organisation? If yes, which guideline or organisation?
3. How is the report prepared? Can you describe the process?

4. How do you collect, assess, and monitor forward-looking information? Can you describe

the procedures?

5. Who is involved in these processes and do different departments collaborate with each
other? If the process involves different departments, how do they work with each other to

collect information and how do they report to each other?

6. Is there any different views of people working in different functions across the
organisation? Such as finance people may have different ideas about forward-looking
information disclosure from sustainability people.

Stakeholder perspective:

7. Do you believe making forward-looking information disclosure is useful in building long-

term relationships with stakeholders?

8. Do stakeholders’ expectations influence your organisation’s decision to disclose forward-

looking information? If yes, which group of stakeholders are important? Why?
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9. What do you think of the role of suppliers and customers in your decision of making
forward-looking information disclosure, including risk disclosure and sustainability

disclosure? Do you engage with them regularly and know their information needs?
Transaction cost and resource dependency perspectives:

10. When selecting supply chain partners, what kind of information do you expect from their

reports? Do you think forward-looking information is important?
11. What are your concerns when selecting supply chain partners?
Legitimacy perspective:

12. What triggers your organisation moving towards a more forward-looking focus regarding

corporate reporting?

13. What is your view on the importance of forward-looking information disclosure including

risk disclosure and sustainability disclosure in the value creation process?
14. What are the perceived benefits of making forward-looking information disclosure?

15. Do you believe that forward-looking information disclosure will enhance your legitimacy

in the society where you operate and please explain?

16. Does more non-financial information disclosure have any impact on your resource

availability (e.g. financial resources, human resources, etc)?
Signalling perspective:

17. Do you think reporting forward-looking information enhances corporate image and
stakeholder trust? Please explain.

18. What are your views on the credibility of current forward-looking information disclosure
practices? How about those specifically concerning suppliers and customers?

19. Are you following any guidelines to enhance the credibility of forward-looking

information disclosure? If yes, which guidelines?

20. Does your organisation make any efforts to enhance the credibility of the forward-looking
information disclosure, especially those concerning suppliers and customers? What are these?

Do you think they are useful?
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21. What do you think of the credibility as perceived by report users of current forward-
looking information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers? Do you think it is

important to make forward-looking information disclosure credible to users?

22. What are your views on the expectation of report users from the forward-looking
information disclosures, especially those concerning suppliers and customers? Do you engage
with stakeholders? If yes, which group of stakeholders? How often? Are they involved in the

decision of making forward-looking information disclosures?

23. What is the biggest challenge to enhance the credibility of forward-looking information

disclosures, especially those concerning suppliers and customers?

Guiding interview questions for other stakeholder groups. Questions will be slightly changed

based on the position of the interviewees.

1. What are your views on forward-looking information disclosure, including risk disclosure

and sustainability disclosure?

2. Do you think corporate reports are an important source to get information for supply chain

management?

3. What kind of information that you and your clients expect from supply chain partners?
How important are these types of information in decision making? What kind of decisions?

How about the supply chain management decisions?

4. Do you and your clients rely on forward-looking information to analyse a company’s

overall performance? Why? Whether your clients ask about forward-looking information?

5. Do your clients have concerns about sustainability, risks, and other types of forward-
looking information? How about forward-looking information concerning suppliers and

customers?
6. Is there any other concerns raised by your clients recently?

7. Do your clients in different industries have different views regarding forward-looking

information disclosure? What are the differences?

8. What do you think are the motivations and benefits of companies making forward-looking

information disclosure?

299



9. What do you think the role of suppliers and customers is in forward-looking information

disclosure, including sustainability and risk disclosures?
10. Do your clients regularly engage with their suppliers and customers? For what purposes?

11. Do you think disclosing forward-looking information can enhance corporate image and
stakeholder trust? Why?

12. Do you think disclosing forward-looking information can help build long-term

relationships with stakeholders?

13. As report users, what do you think of the credibility as perceived by you and your clients
of current forward-looking information disclosures, especially those concerning suppliers and

customers?

14. Which characteristic of credibility that forward-looking information disclosure
concerning suppliers and customers plays that you believe can enhance the credibility of this

disclosure practice?
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Appendix 4: Participant Information Sheet

Participant Information Sheet

Project title: The influence of suppliers and customers on forward- looking information
disclosure: Integrated Reporting context

Researcher(s): Le Wang

Department: Durham University Business School- Accounting department
Contact details: le.wang@durham.ac.uk/ phone:07395779005

Supervisor name: Prof. Carol Adams and Dr. Hwa-Hsien Gary Hsu
Supervisor contact details: carol.adams@durham.ac.uk

hwa-hsien.hsu@durham.ac.uk

You are invited to take part in a study that I am conducting as part of my PhD programme at
Durham University. This study has received ethical approval from Durham University
Business School’s Sub-Committee for Ethics of Durham University.

Before you decide whether to agree to take part it is important for you to understand the
purpose of the research and what is involved as a participant. Please read the following

information carefully. Please get in contact if there is anything that is not clear or if you
would like more information.

What is the purpose of the study?

The aim of this study is to investigate whether and how suppliers and customers influence an
organisation’s decision to disclose forward-looking information in the context of Integrated
reporting (IR) and the characteristics that enhance the credibility of forward-looking
information disclosure concerning suppliers and customers.

Why have | been invited to take part?

You have been invited because your organisation has been publishing forward-looking
disclosure including risk disclosure and sustainability disclosures. Your organisation’s
experience and knowledge in forward-looking disclosures are helpful in this research project
and valuable in the development of forward-looking disclosures.

Do I have to take part?

Your participation is voluntary and you do not have to agree to take part. If you do agree to
take part, you can withdraw at any time, without giving a reason.

What will happen to me if | take part?

If you agree to take part in the study, you will be invited into a 45-60 minute interview that
will take place in a mutually convenient location. If an in-person interview cannot be
arranged, interviews will be conducted via Skype. With your consent, interviews will be
audio-recorded. Once the recording has been transcribed, the audio-recording will be
destroyed. Please note you can omit any questions you do not wish to answer.
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Are there any potential risks involved?
No. There are no potential risks involved.
Will my data be kept confidential?

All information includes your responses, identifying information, and other names mentioned
would be kept confidential and anonymous from the transcripts that will be made of the
interview. All documents and recorded interviews will be stored in a secure place such as a
locked drawer and any computer documents will be password secured. Following the
completion of the research studies, the data will become confidential waste and the audio-
recording will be destroyed. All information throughout the study will be made available only
to the researcher undertaking the study and two supervisors. If the data is published it will be
entirely anonymous and will not be identifiable as yours.

What will happen to the results of the project?

The results of the project are expected to be published after completing the PhD programme
and the results are not expected to be used in other projects. All research data and records
needed to validate the research findings will be stored by the completion of this research
project.

Who do | contact if | have any questions or concerns about this study?
If you have any further questions or concerns about this study, please speak to the researcher

or their supervisor. If you remain unhappy or wish to make a formal complaint, please
submit a complaint via the University’s Complaints Process.

The rights and responsibilities of anyone taking part in Durham University research are
as below:

Participant rights

1. You are free to express your opinions and views, and your individual contribution will
be valued.

2. Your individual needs will be recognised and fairly addressed.

3. You will be treated with dignity and respect. You should expect the research project
to be conducted in accordance with the University’s commitment to Equality,
Diversity and Inclusion.

4. Your safety and wellbeing are of paramount importance, and the research team will
take care to ensure that these are protected. You will be informed of any potential
risks involved in taking part in the research.

5. Your personal data will be kept secure and confidential to the research team, and will
not be shared without your consent. You will be informed about how your data may
be used and under what conditions (if any) it may be shared.
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6. Your participation is voluntary and you will be free to withdraw without negative
consequence at any point.

7. You will be informed about the aims and purpose of the research, the funder (where
applicable) and the research team involved.

Participant responsibilities

1. You should show respect for others involved in the research including fellow
participants and staff. This includes respecting the rights outlined above.

2. You should enter into and engage with the research project honestly and in good faith.

3. You should raise any concerns as to the conduct of the research, safety of participants
or other significant issues with the project team or other appropriate University
officer.

Please refer to
https://www.dur.ac.uk/research.innovation/governance/ethics/considerations/people/charter/

for more information.

Thank you for reading this information and considering taking part in this study.
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