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Abstract
Given the inconsistent findings of previous studies and the limited evidence from Indonesian manufacturing companies, this study analyses the influence of financial performance, governance mechanisms, and industry profile on sustainability report disclosure among manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange during 2021–2023. Financial performance is represented by profitability, leverage, and corporate activity; governance mechanisms are represented by the independent board of commissioners and the audit committee; and industry profile is represented by company size and industrial type. The study uses secondary data obtained from annual reports, financial statements, and sustainability reports. Purposive sampling yielded 52 manufacturing companies and 156 firm-year observations. Sustainability report disclosure was measured using the Global Reporting Initiative disclosure index, and the data were analysed using multiple linear regression. The results show that the independent variables jointly have a significant effect on sustainability report disclosure. Individually, profitability, leverage, the independent board of commissioners, company size, and industrial type have significant effects, whereas corporate activity and the audit committee have no significant effects. The model explains 78.7% of the variation in sustainability report disclosure (adjusted R² = 0.787). The findings indicate that financial capacity, governance oversight, and firm visibility are relevant to sustainability disclosure among Indonesian manufacturing companies and are consistent with stakeholder and legitimacy perspectives.
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Introduction
Sustainability reporting has become an increasingly important issue in global business practice over the last decade. Companies are no longer expected to focus solely on maximising profits and financial performance; they are also required to demonstrate accountability for environmental, social, and governance (ESG) matters. This development reflects growing global awareness that business sustainability is important for maintaining long-term corporate performance and stakeholder trust.
UNDER PEER REVIEW





A sustainability report presents not only financial performance but also non-financial information related to environmental preservation, social responsibility, employee welfare, community development, and corporate governance practices. Sustainability reporting reflects the Triple Bottom Line concept, which emphasises the economic, social, and environmental dimensions of sustainability. Through sustainability disclosure, companies communicate their commitment to sustainable business practices and responsible corporate behaviour. Its growing importance is closely related to environmental and social issues arising from corporate activities, particularly in manufacturing. Manufacturing companies are commonly categorised as high-profile industries because their operations can directly affect environmental sustainability through industrial waste, carbon emissions, energy consumption, and natural-resource use. Consequently, they face greater public scrutiny and stakeholder pressure regarding sustainability accountability than companies in less environmentally sensitive industries. Evidence from listed manufacturing firms also indicates that sustainability reporting dimensions can be associated with economic value creation, although the effects differ across disclosure dimensions (Okoye & Ndum, 2020).
In Indonesia, environmental pollution cases involving manufacturing companies have intensified public concern about sustainability practices. In 2022, communities affected by alleged pollution linked to PT Rayon Utama Makmur and PT Pajitex reported concerns involving air and water pollution, coal dust, and fly ash in surrounding residential areas (WALHI, 2022). Local communities and environmental organisations consequently called for regulatory action and investigation. These cases illustrate the need for manufacturing companies to maintain societal legitimacy by ensuring that their operations are aligned with environmental norms and stakeholder expectations.
This condition reinforces the relevance of legitimacy theory, which explains that companies seek legitimacy from society by ensuring that their activities are perceived as socially acceptable and consistent with prevailing social values and norms. Sustainability reports therefore function as legitimacy instruments through which companies demonstrate accountability regarding environmental and social responsibility. Companies that fail to maintain legitimacy may experience reputational damage, declining public trust, and increased stakeholder pressure.
In addition, stakeholder theory explains that companies must consider the interests of multiple stakeholders rather than focusing solely on shareholders. Sustainability reports function as strategic communication tools that improve transparency regarding corporate environmental and social performance and thereby strengthen relationships with stakeholders. The growing importance of sustainability reporting is also influenced by increasing investor attention to ESG performance. Investors evaluate companies not only on profitability but also on sustainability performance and the quality of ESG disclosure. Companies with more comprehensive sustainability disclosure may be perceived as having stronger governance and lower long-term risk. Grewal and Serafeim (2020) found that sustainability-related disclosure has important implications for corporate reputation and investor assessment. Recent research further indicates that board characteristics, board-level sustainability experience, and governance practices can shape sustainability reporting and sustainability outcomes, although the effects vary across reporting dimensions and organisational settings (Alta’any et al., 2026; Collevecchio et al., 2025; Oyerogba et al., 2024).
In response to these developments, the Indonesian government strengthened sustainability reporting requirements through Financial Services Authority Regulation (Peraturan Otoritas Jasa Keuangan/POJK) No. 51/POJK.03/2017 on the Implementation of Sustainable Finance for Financial Services Institutions, Issuers, and Public Companies (Financial Services Authority, 2017). The regulation encourages listed companies to publish sustainability reports as part of sustainable-finance implementation and corporate-transparency practice.




Furthermore, the Indonesia Stock Exchange reported in January 2025 that 873 listed companies, representing approximately 97% of listed companies, had submitted sustainability reports through its disclosure system (ANTARA News, 2025). Despite the increasing number of reports, the quality and comprehensiveness of sustainability disclosure remain inconsistent. Companies continue to face challenges related to ESG data transparency, carbon-emission disclosure, and quantitative sustainability indicators. Sustainability reporting practice among Indonesian companies therefore remains heterogeneous, demonstrating the importance of investigating the factors that influence sustainability report disclosure. Differences in disclosure quality suggest that financial performance, corporate governance, and company characteristics may affect reporting practice.
Palwaguna and Setijaningsih (2025) found that profitability and leverage did not significantly affect sustainability report disclosure, whereas the proportion of independent commissioners and firm size were significant determinants. Damayanty et al. (2022), by contrast, reported that firm size and corporate activity positively affected sustainability report disclosure, suggesting that larger-scale operations and greater stakeholder visibility can encourage broader reporting. Evidence from Indonesian listed banks also indicates that firm size can condition how markets interpret environmental and social disclosure, underscoring the relevance of company profile in ESG communication (Lestari et al., 2026).
Corporate governance mechanisms, including independent boards of commissioners and audit committees, are also considered important determinants of sustainability reporting because they can strengthen monitoring and corporate transparency. However, previous studies have produced inconsistent findings regarding the effects of profitability, leverage, governance mechanisms, company size, and industrial type on sustainability disclosure.
This study is expected to provide practical implications for corporate management by emphasising the importance of sustainability disclosure for transparency, legitimacy, and stakeholder trust. It also contributes to the sustainability reporting literature by providing empirical evidence on the determinants of sustainability report disclosure among Indonesian manufacturing companies facing increasing ESG-related expectations.
Despite the expansion of sustainability reporting in Indonesia, prior findings on the effects of profitability, leverage, corporate activity, governance mechanisms, company size, and industrial type remain inconsistent. Evidence focused specifically on manufacturing companies is also limited, although these companies face comparatively high environmental exposure and stakeholder scrutiny. Accordingly, this study aims to examine the effects of profitability, leverage, corporate activity, the independent board of commissioners, the audit committee, company size, and industrial type on sustainability report disclosure among manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange during 2021–2023, using the GRI Standards as the disclosure framework.



Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development: Stakeholder Theory
Stakeholder theory, as developed by Freeman and McVea (2001), explains that companies are responsible not only to shareholders but also to stakeholders affected by corporate activities, including investors, creditors, employees, government, and society. The theory emphasises the need to maintain constructive stakeholder relationships through transparency and accountability.
In the context of this research, sustainability report disclosure is considered a strategic instrument used by companies to provide information regarding environmental, social, and governance (ESG) performance to stakeholders. Manufacturing companies, as high-profile industries, face greater stakeholder pressure because their operational activities directly impact the environment and society. Therefore, companies with strong financial performance, effective corporate governance, larger company size, and high environmental exposure tend to disclose sustainability information more extensively to meet stakeholder expectations and maintain stakeholder trust.
Several previous studies support stakeholder theory in explaining sustainability disclosure practices. Thomas et al. (2020) found that profitability and leverage positively influence sustainability report disclosure because companies with good financial performance possess greater resources to fulfil stakeholder expectations through sustainability activities and disclosure. Damayanty et al. (2022) also found that company size and company activities positively affect sustainability report disclosure due to stronger stakeholder visibility and public pressure faced by larger companies.
Furthermore, Sonia and Khafid (2020) revealed that audit committees and profitability positively influence sustainability reporting practices because governance mechanisms improve corporate transparency and accountability towards stakeholders. Similarly, Ramadhan et al. (2023) found that audit committees and boards of directors significantly influence sustainability report disclosure practices.
Legitimacy Theory
Legitimacy theory explains that companies continuously seek legitimacy from society to ensure business continuity. Companies are expected to operate in accordance with societal norms, values, and expectations. When corporate activities potentially threaten environmental or social sustainability, companies may experience legitimacy pressure from stakeholders and society.
In this research, sustainability report disclosure is viewed as a legitimacy mechanism used by companies to demonstrate accountability regarding environmental and social responsibilities. Manufacturing companies generally face stronger legitimacy pressure because their operational activities are closely associated with environmental impacts such as waste, emissions, and pollution. Therefore, companies tend to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively to maintain corporate reputation, gain public acceptance, and strengthen legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders and society.
Legitimacy theory is supported by several previous studies. Haris and Negoro (2021) found that corporate activity and company size influence sustainability report disclosure because companies with larger operations experience stronger legitimacy pressure. Likewise, Satria et al. (2023) stated that larger companies and high-profile industries tend to disclose sustainability information more extensively to maintain legitimacy and corporate reputation.
In addition, Putri and Marsono (2025) found that industrial type positively influences sustainability report disclosure because companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries face greater societal scrutiny and legitimacy pressure.




Ulfa et al. (2025) also found that independent boards of commissioners and profitability significantly influence sustainability report disclosure, indicating that governance mechanisms play an important role in maintaining corporate legitimacy.
Hypothesis Developmentt

H1: The Influence of Profitability on Sustainability Report Disclosure
Profitability reflects a company’s ability to generate profit through the effective utilisation of assets, capital, and operations. A high level of profitability indicates strong financial performance and greater financial capacity to support operational activities and sustainability initiatives. In the context of sustainability reporting, companies with higher profitability tend to have sufficient resources to implement environmental management, energy-efficiency, carbon-emission-reduction, and social-responsibility programmes, as well as comprehensive reporting practices. Moreover, highly profitable companies generally face greater stakeholder pressure to demonstrate accountability for the profits they generate. Therefore, they may disclose sustainability information as a form of transparency and accountability towards stakeholders.
Based on stakeholder theory, companies are required to fulfil stakeholders’ information needs not only regarding financial performance but also regarding environmental and social responsibilities. Companies with higher profitability are more likely to disclose broader sustainability information because they possess adequate financial resources to meet stakeholder expectations through sustainability activities and sustainability reporting practices. Meanwhile, legitimacy theory explains that companies with strong profitability tend to maintain social legitimacy by demonstrating that the profits earned are not solely used for economic purposes but are also allocated to support environmental and social sustainability. Sustainability reports therefore become an important mechanism for companies to gain and maintain legitimacy from society.
Empirically, Thomas et al. (2020) found that profitability positively influences sustainability report disclosure because more profitable companies have greater capacity to finance sustainability activities and related disclosures. Similarly, Ramadhan et al. (2023) found that profitability significantly affects sustainability report disclosure, indicating that companies with higher profits tend to improve sustainability transparency to maintain their reputation among stakeholders.
Furthermore, Ulfa et al. (2025) found that profitability positively affects sustainability report disclosure in Indonesian food and beverage companies. These findings suggest that companies with higher profitability may disclose sustainability information more extensively than companies with lower profitability. Based on the preceding theoretical and empirical discussion, the hypothesis is formulated as follows:

H1: Profitability has a positive influence on Sustainability Report Disclosure in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.




H2: The Influence of Leverage on Sustainability Report Disclosure
Leverage reflects the extent to which a company utilises debt to finance its operational and investment activities. Companies with high leverage generally face greater pressure from creditors and investors because higher debt levels increase financial risk and the possibility of default. Consequently, companies with higher leverage are expected to provide more transparent information regarding their financial and non-financial performance, including sustainability-related information. In the context of sustainability reporting, leverage is closely associated with corporate accountability and transparency towards stakeholders. Companies with higher debt levels tend to disclose broader sustainability information in order to reduce information asymmetry between management and creditors, increase stakeholder confidence, and maintain corporate reputation.
Based on stakeholder theory, companies are required to fulfil the information needs of stakeholders, including creditors and investors. Creditors are increasingly concerned not only with financial performance but also with environmental, social, and governance (ESG) risks that may affect the company’s long-term sustainability and ability to repay obligations. Therefore, companies with high leverage tend to disclose sustainability reports more extensively to demonstrate accountability and strengthen stakeholder trust. Meanwhile, legitimacy theory explains that companies with high leverage may experience greater legitimacy pressure from external parties because creditors and investors demand transparency regarding the company’s sustainability practices and risk management. Sustainability report disclosure is therefore used as a legitimacy mechanism to assure stakeholders that the company operates responsibly and is capable of maintaining long-term business sustainability despite having significant debt obligations.
Empirically, Thomas et al. (2020) found that leverage positively influences sustainability report disclosure because companies with higher leverage levels tend to provide broader sustainability information to reduce stakeholder concerns regarding corporate risk. Similarly, Sonia and Khafid (2020) found that leverage affects sustainability reporting practices due to increasing pressure from creditors and investors for greater corporate transparency.
However, several previous studies reported inconsistent findings regarding the relationship between leverage and sustainability report disclosure. Nioko and Hendrani (2024) found that leverage negatively affects sustainability report disclosure because highly leveraged companies tend to prioritise financial stability rather than sustainability disclosure activities. These inconsistent findings indicate that the relationship between leverage and sustainability reporting remains an important issue requiring further investigation. Based on the theoretical explanation and previous empirical findings, it can be concluded that leverage may influence the extent of sustainability report disclosure conducted by companies. Based on the hypothesis development above, the hypothesis in this study is formulated as follows:
H2: Leverage has a positive influence on Sustainability Report Disclosure in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.
H3: The Influence of Company Activities on Sustainability Report Disclosure
Company activities reflect the company’s operational effectiveness in utilising its assets to generate sales and support business performance. Company activities are commonly measured using activity ratios, which indicate how efficiently a company manages and utilises its resources in carrying out operational activities.




Companies with higher operational activities generally have broader business operations, greater stakeholder exposure, and higher public visibility. As a result, these companies tend to face stronger pressure from stakeholders and society regarding transparency and accountability, including disclosure related to environmental, social, and governance (ESG) practices.
Based on stakeholder theory introduced by Freeman (1984), companies are expected to fulfil stakeholders’ information needs through transparent disclosure practices. Companies with extensive operational activities interact more intensively with stakeholders such as investors, creditors, customers, suppliers, employees, government, and local communities. Therefore, companies with higher activity levels are more likely to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively in order to maintain stakeholder trust and strengthen corporate reputation. Furthermore, legitimacy theory explains that companies with larger operational activities generally have greater environmental and social impacts. Companies with high operational intensity are more exposed to legitimacy pressure because their business activities are more visible to the public and potentially create environmental and social consequences. Consequently, sustainability report disclosure becomes an important mechanism for companies to demonstrate accountability and maintain legitimacy from society.
Manufacturing companies, as high-profile industries, often face stronger legitimacy pressure because their operational activities involve industrial production, energy consumption, waste generation, carbon emissions, and natural resource utilisation. Therefore, companies with higher operational activities tend to disclose sustainability information more extensively in order to justify their operations and maintain positive relationships with stakeholders.
Empirically, Damayanty et al. (2022) found that company activities positively influence sustainability report disclosure because companies with effective asset management and extensive operational activities tend to disclose broader sustainability information. Similarly, Haris and Negoro (2021) found that company activities significantly affect sustainability reporting practices due to greater public exposure and stakeholder pressure faced by companies with larger operational activities.
Recent studies also support this relationship. Satria et al. (2023) found that corporate activity positively influences sustainability report disclosure because companies with higher operational intensity tend to improve sustainability transparency to maintain corporate image and legitimacy. Nioko and Hendrani (2024), however, found no significant effect of corporate activity, illustrating the continuing inconsistency of the evidence.
Putri and Marsono (2025) showed that companies operating in high-profile industries with extensive activities tend to disclose sustainability information more broadly because of increasing ESG pressure from investors and society. Eriandani and Evangelia (2024) likewise found that operational characteristics and business complexity are relevant to materiality-assessment disclosure among Indonesian listed companies.
Based on the theoretical explanation and previous empirical findings, it can be concluded that companies with higher operational activities are more likely to disclose sustainability reports more extensively.
H3: Company Activities have a positive influence on Sustainability Report Disclosure in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.





H4: The influence of the Independent Board of Commissioners on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The Independent Board of Commissioners is an important component of corporate governance that functions to supervise and monitor management performance in order to ensure that corporate activities are conducted transparently, responsibly, and in accordance with stakeholder interests. Independent commissioners are expected to provide objective oversight because they do not have direct affiliations with management, controlling shareholders, or other parties that may create conflicts of interest.
In the context of sustainability reporting, the Independent Board of Commissioners plays an essential role in encouraging companies to improve transparency and accountability regarding environmental, social, and governance (ESG) practices. Independent commissioners are expected to strengthen monitoring effectiveness and ensure that companies not only focus on financial performance but also fulfil their social and environmental responsibilities.
Based on stakeholder theory introduced by Freeman (1984), companies are responsible not only to shareholders but also to all stakeholders affected by corporate activities. Stakeholders increasingly demand transparency regarding corporate sustainability practices, including environmental protection, social responsibility, employee welfare, and governance quality. Therefore, the Independent Board of Commissioners is expected to encourage broader sustainability disclosure in order to fulfil stakeholder information needs and maintain stakeholder trust. Furthermore, legitimacy theory explains that companies continuously seek legitimacy from society by ensuring that their operational activities align with social norms, values, and expectations. Companies with stronger governance mechanisms, including independent commissioners, tend to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively in order to maintain legitimacy and corporate reputation. Sustainability report disclosure is therefore viewed as a legitimacy mechanism used to demonstrate corporate accountability regarding environmental and social issues.
Manufacturing companies, as high-profile industries, face stronger legitimacy pressure because their operational activities directly affect environmental sustainability through emissions, industrial waste, energy consumption, and natural resource utilisation. Consequently, independent commissioners are expected to strengthen oversight regarding sustainability practices and encourage companies to disclose sustainability information more extensively.
Empirically, previous studies support the important role of the Independent Board of Commissioners in sustainability reporting practices. Sonia and Khafid (2020) found that corporate governance mechanisms positively influence sustainability report disclosure because effective monitoring increases transparency and accountability towards stakeholders. Similarly, Ramadhan et al. (2023) found that boards of directors and governance structures significantly influence sustainability reporting practices among Indonesian companies.
Recent studies also demonstrate the importance of independent commissioners in sustainability disclosure. Ulfa et al. (2025) found that the independent board of commissioners positively and significantly affects sustainability report disclosure because independent commissioners strengthen oversight and encourage transparency. Eriandani and Evangelia (2024) similarly found that governance mechanisms, including board independence, influence the quality of materiality-assessment disclosure in sustainability reports.




International evidence also links board independence with ESG disclosure quality. Velte (2020) highlighted the relevance of governance for corporate responsibility reporting, while Raimo et al. (2021) showed that ESG disclosure can extend to financing outcomes. Buallay (2022) and Fayad et al. (2022) further associated stronger governance and board characteristics with higher-quality sustainability or integrated reporting.
In addition, research conducted by Velte (2020) showed that board independence positively affects ESG disclosure quality because independent boards improve monitoring effectiveness and reduce information asymmetry between management and stakeholders. Raimo et al. (2021) also found that board independence enhances sustainability disclosure practices because independent commissioners encourage companies to adopt greater transparency regarding sustainability performance.
Based on the theoretical discussion and previous empirical findings, the independent board of commissioners is expected to encourage broader sustainability report disclosure through stronger monitoring, transparency, and corporate accountability.

H4: The Independent Board of Commissioners has a positive influence on Sustainability Report Disclosure in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.

H5: The Influence of the Audit Committee on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The Audit Committee is an important corporate governance mechanism that functions to assist the Board of Commissioners in overseeing financial reporting quality, internal control effectiveness, risk management, compliance, and corporate transparency. The existence of an effective Audit Committee is expected to strengthen corporate accountability and improve the quality of both financial and non-financial disclosures, including sustainability reporting. In the context of sustainability reporting, the Audit Committee plays a significant role in ensuring the credibility, transparency, and reliability of environmental, social, and governance (ESG) disclosures. The Audit Committee is expected to encourage management to disclose sustainability information comprehensively and in accordance with applicable reporting standards such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI).
Based on stakeholder theory introduced by Freeman (1984), companies are responsible not only to shareholders but also to all stakeholders affected by corporate activities. Stakeholders increasingly demand transparent information regarding corporate sustainability performance, environmental responsibility, social contribution, and governance quality. Therefore, the Audit Committee is expected to encourage broader sustainability disclosure in order to fulfil stakeholder information needs and reduce information asymmetry between management and stakeholders. Furthermore, legitimacy theory explains that companies continuously seek legitimacy from society by ensuring that their operational activities comply with societal norms and expectations. Sustainability reporting is considered a legitimacy mechanism through which companies demonstrate accountability regarding environmental and social issues. The Audit Committee strengthens this legitimacy process by enhancing transparency, monitoring disclosure practices, and ensuring that sustainability information is properly communicated to stakeholders.
Manufacturing companies, as high-profile industries, face stronger environmental and social scrutiny because their operations can affect environmental sustainability through emissions, waste generation, energy consumption, and natural-resource use.




Consequently, the audit committee is expected to strengthen oversight of sustainability practices and encourage broader disclosure in order to maintain corporate legitimacy and reputation.
Empirically, previous studies support the role of the Audit Committee in sustainability reporting practices. Sonia and Khafid (2020) found that the Audit Committee positively influences sustainability report disclosure because stronger governance mechanisms improve corporate transparency and accountability towards stakeholders. Similarly, Ramadhan et al. (2023) found that the Audit Committee significantly affects sustainability report disclosure practices among Indonesian companies.
Recent studies also demonstrate the important role of Audit Committees in improving ESG transparency. Satria et al. (2023) found that companies with more effective Audit Committees tend to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively due to stronger monitoring and governance quality. Likewise, Nioko and Hendrani (2024) found that the Audit Committee positively influences sustainability report disclosure because governance oversight encourages companies to improve sustainability transparency. Furthermore Eriandani and Evangelia (2024) found that corporate governance mechanisms, including Audit Committees, significantly influence the quality of sustainability disclosure and materiality assessment practices among Indonesian public companies. Ulfa et al. (2025) also found that governance quality, including the effectiveness of the Audit Committee, contributes positively to sustainability report disclosure practices.
International studies also support this relationship. Velte (2020) stated that effective corporate governance mechanisms, including Audit Committees, improve sustainability disclosure quality because stronger governance enhances monitoring effectiveness and stakeholder accountability. Raimo et al. (2021) found that governance quality positively affects ESG disclosure practices because companies with stronger oversight mechanisms are more likely to provide transparent sustainability information. Similarly, Buallay (2022) explained that Audit Committees play a crucial role in improving ESG disclosure quality because they strengthen transparency and corporate accountability regarding sustainability practices.
However, previous studies have also shown inconsistent findings regarding the influence of the Audit Committee on sustainability reporting practices. Some studies found significant positive effects, while others found insignificant relationships. These inconsistent findings indicate that the relationship between the Audit Committee and sustainability report disclosure remains an important issue requiring further investigation, particularly in manufacturing companies operating in high-profile industries.
Based on the theoretical explanation and previous empirical findings, it can be concluded that the Audit Committee is expected to encourage broader sustainability report disclosure through stronger monitoring, transparency, and corporate accountability practices. Based on the hypothesis development above, the hypothesis in this study is formulated as follows:

H5: The Audit Committee has a positive influence on Sustainability Report Disclosure in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.
H6: The Influence of company size on Sustainability Report Disclosure
Company size reflects the scale and operational capacity of a company and is commonly measured using total assets, total sales, or market capitalisation. Larger companies generally possess greater economic resources, more complex operations, broader stakeholder exposure, and higher public visibility than smaller companies.




As a result, larger companies tend to face stronger pressure from stakeholders and society to disclose comprehensive information on their environmental, social, and governance practices.
In the context of sustainability reporting, larger companies are more likely to disclose sustainability information extensively because they have greater financial capability, more sophisticated reporting systems, and stronger public accountability. Large companies also tend to receive greater scrutiny from investors, regulators, media, environmental organisations, and society regarding the social and environmental impacts of their operations.
Based on stakeholder theory introduced by Freeman (1984), companies are responsible for fulfilling stakeholders’ information needs, including information related to sustainability performance. Larger companies generally interact with a wider range of stakeholders and therefore experience greater pressure to maintain transparency and accountability. Consequently, large companies are more likely to disclose sustainability reports in order to strengthen stakeholder trust and reduce information asymmetry. Furthermore, legitimacy theory explains that companies continuously seek legitimacy from society by ensuring that their activities align with social norms, values, and expectations. Large companies generally receive greater public attention because their operational activities have more significant economic, environmental, and social impacts. Therefore, sustainability report disclosure becomes an important legitimacy mechanism used by companies to demonstrate corporate responsibility and maintain public acceptance.
Manufacturing companies, as high-profile industries, face substantial environmental and social pressure due to industrial waste, carbon emissions, energy consumption, and natural resource utilisation. Larger manufacturing companies are therefore expected to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively in order to maintain legitimacy, corporate reputation, and stakeholder confidence.
Empirically, previous studies have shown that company size positively influences sustainability report disclosure. Damayanty et al. (2022) found that company size significantly affects sustainability report disclosure because larger companies possess more resources and stronger public accountability regarding sustainability practices. Similarly, Haris and Negoro (2021) found that firm size positively influences sustainability reporting because large companies face greater stakeholder and societal pressure to disclose sustainability information.
Recent studies also support this relationship. Satria et al. (2023) found that company size positively influences sustainability report disclosure because larger companies tend to improve transparency to maintain corporate image and investor confidence. Nioko and Hendrani (2024) likewise found that firm size significantly affects sustainability reporting practices among Indonesian listed companies.
Furthermore, Ulfa et al. (2025) found that larger companies disclose sustainability reports more extensively because they have greater capacity to implement ESG practices and sustainability initiatives. Putri and Marsono (2025) also reported a positive effect of firm size, reflecting stronger legitimacy pressure on larger firms.
International studies similarly support a positive relationship between company size and sustainability disclosure. Velte (2020) explained that larger firms tend to provide broader disclosure because they possess greater organisational resources and face stronger external monitoring. Tsang et al. (2023) identified company size as a recurring determinant in the ESG-disclosure literature.




Large companies are more exposed to stakeholder expectations and sustainability-related risks. Bhatia and Marwaha (2022) found that board factors and gender diversity are associated with ESG disclosure scores, while Fayad et al. (2022) explained that larger firms are more likely to improve integrated-reporting quality in response to public scrutiny and stakeholder demand for transparency.
However, previous studies have also shown inconsistent findings regarding the relationship between company size and sustainability report disclosure. Some studies found positive and significant effects, while others reported insignificant relationships. These inconsistent findings indicate that the influence of company size on sustainability report disclosure remains an important issue for further investigation, particularly in manufacturing companies operating in emerging markets such as Indonesia. Based on the theoretical explanation and previous empirical findings, it can be concluded that larger companies are more likely to disclose sustainability reports more extensively. Based on the hypothesis development above, the hypothesis in this study is formulated as follows:

H6: Company Size has a positive influence on Sustainability Report Disclosure in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.
H7: The Influence of Industrial Type on Sustainability Report Disclosure
Industrial type reflects the characteristics of a company’s business activities and the extent to which its operations potentially affect the environment and society. In sustainability reporting studies, industries are generally classified into high-profile and low-profile industries. High-profile industries are industries with high public visibility and significant environmental and social impacts, such as manufacturing, mining, energy, chemical, and transportation industries. Meanwhile, low-profile industries generally have lower environmental exposure and receive less public scrutiny.
Companies operating in high-profile industries tend to face greater pressure from stakeholders, regulators, environmental organisations, investors, and society to disclose sustainability information comprehensively. These companies are often associated with environmental issues such as carbon emissions, industrial waste, pollution, energy consumption, and natural resource exploitation. Consequently, companies in high-profile industries are more likely to disclose sustainability reports extensively in order to maintain corporate reputation and legitimacy.
Based on stakeholder theory introduced by Freeman (1984), companies are required to fulfil stakeholders’ information needs, including information related to environmental, social, and governance (ESG) performance. Companies operating in high-profile industries generally interact with more diverse stakeholders and face stronger stakeholder pressure regarding sustainability practices. Therefore, these companies tend to disclose sustainability reports more broadly in order to maintain stakeholder trust and reduce information asymmetry. Furthermore, legitimacy theory explains that companies continuously seek legitimacy from society by ensuring that their operational activities align with social norms and public expectations. High-profile industries are more vulnerable to legitimacy threats because their activities are directly associated with environmental degradation and social issues. Sustainability report disclosure is therefore used as a legitimacy mechanism to demonstrate that companies operate responsibly and comply with societal expectations regarding sustainability.




Manufacturing companies, as high-profile industries, often receive greater public attention because their operational activities involve industrial production, energy utilisation, waste generation, carbon emissions, and environmental risk exposure. Therefore, manufacturing companies are expected to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively in order to maintain legitimacy and strengthen corporate reputation.
Empirically, previous studies have demonstrated that industrial type significantly influences sustainability report disclosure. Putri and Marsono (2025) found that industrial type positively affects sustainability report disclosure because companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries tend to disclose sustainability information more extensively due to higher stakeholder pressure and legitimacy concerns. Similarly, Haris and Negoro (2021) found that companies operating in industries with greater environmental exposure tend to disclose broader sustainability information because they face stronger public scrutiny and stakeholder expectations. Damayanty et al. (2022) also explained that companies with extensive operational activities and greater environmental exposure are more likely to improve sustainability disclosure practices.
Tsang et al. (2023) stated that industrial sensitivity is one of the major determinants of ESG disclosure because companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries tend to experience stronger pressure from investors and regulators regarding sustainability transparency. Likewise, Velte (2020) explained that companies in high -profile industries generally disclose sustainability information more comprehensively because they face higher reputational and legitimacy risks. In addition, Bhatia and Marwaha (2022) found that companies operating in industries with high ESG exposure tend to achieve higher ESG disclosure scores due to stronger governance pressure and public visibility. Buallay (2022) also stated that companies operating in industries with greater sustainability risk tend to improve sustainability reporting quality to maintain stakeholder confidence and corporate reputation.
Furthermore, Fayad et al. (2022) found that companies with greater public exposure and operational complexity tend to improve integrated reporting quality because stakeholders increasingly demand transparency regarding sustainability performance. Eriandani and Evangelia (2024) also explained that firm characteristics and industry -related exposure significantly influence sustainability disclosure quality among Indonesian public companies. However, previous studies have also shown inconsistent findings regarding the influence of industrial type on sustainability report disclosure. Some studies found a significant positive effect, while others reported insignificant relationships. These inconsistent findings indicate that industrial type remains an important variable for further investigation, particularly in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.
Based on the theoretical explanation and previous empirical findings, it can be concluded that companies operating in high-profile industries are more likely to disclose sustainability reports more extensively than companies operating in low-profile industries. Based on the hypothesis development above, the hypothesis in this study is formulated as follows:
H7: Industrial Type has a positive influence on Sustainability Report Disclosure in manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.
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3. Research Method and Sampling Technique

3.1 Sampling Technique
The sample was determined using purposive sampling, whereby companies were selected according to criteria established by the researcher. The stated criteria were: (1) manufacturing companies listed on the IDX during 2021–2023; (2) companies that did not publish a sustainability report separately or within the annual report on the IDX or the company’s official website during 2021–2023; and (3) companies that did not use the GRI index in sustainability reporting during 2021–2023.

3.2 Variables and Operational Definitions of Variables
Table 1 : Operational Definition and Measurement
	Operational Definition
	Measurement

	Sustainability Report Disclosure (SRD)
definition: Sustainability Report Disclosure is the disclosure of economic, environmental, social, and governance ( ESG) information by a company to provide
	The measurement uses the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI standards 2021) indicators, which consist of 145 disclosure items covering general ( 60), economic (13), environ mental (32), and
social aspects (40).






	transparency and accountability regarding its sustainability performance to stakeholders (GRI, 2021).
	
𝑆𝑅𝐷 = 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒
145 𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝐺𝑅𝐼

	Profitability (P)
Definition: Profitability is a ratio used to assess a company’s ability to earn profit and measure the effectiveness of management in managing company operations. (Kasmir, 2019)
	Profitability is described through return on assets (ROA) which is measured through:
𝑅𝑂𝐴 = 𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠

	Leverage (L)

Definition: leverage is a ratio used to measure how far company assets are financed by debt and the company’s ability to meet its financial obligations. (Kasmir, 2019)
	This leverage variable is described through the debt to equity ratio (DER) which is measured through:
𝐿 = 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐿𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦

	Independent Board of Commissioners (IBC)

Definition: The Independent Board of Commissioners is a member of the board of commissioners who has no financial, management, ownership, or family relationship with other board members, directors, or controlling shareholders, allowing them to supervise the company independently and objectively. (Financial Services Authority (OJK))
	The Independent Board of Commissioners variable is measured by the proportion of independent commissioners who have no affiliation with major shareholders, directors, or other board members.

𝐼𝐵𝐶 = 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐵𝑜𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑜𝑓 𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐵𝑜𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑜𝑓 𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑠

	
Corporate Activities (CA)
Definition: Corporate activity is a measure of a company’s operational efficiency in managing and utilizing its assets to support business activities.
	In this study, corporate activity is measured using the inventory turnover ratio, which reflects the efficiency of inventory management and the company’s ability to optimize working capital invested in inventory.

𝐶𝐴 =	𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠
𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑦

	Audit Committee (AC)

Definition: Audit Committee is a committee established by the independent board of commissioners to
	In this study, the audit committee is measured using a ratio scale based on the number of audit committee meetings held within one year, where a higher frequency indicates stronger supervisory intensity.






	support management oversight and ensure that corporate governance is conducted in accordance with applicable regulations and principles.
	
 = Frequency of Audit Committee Meeting in 1 year period

	Company Size (CS)
Definition: Company Size refers to the scale of a company that reflects its overall capacity and resources.
	In this study, company size is measured using a ratio scale based on the natural logarithm of total assets, where larger values indicate a bigger firm size.

𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸 = 𝐿𝑛 (𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠)

	Industrial Type
Definition: Industrial Type refers to the classification of companies based on the environmental sensitivity of their business activities.
	Industrial type was measured using a dummy variable, where companies categorized as high-profile industries were assigned a value of 1, while companies categorized as low-profile industries were assigned a value of 0. The industry classification refers to the study conducted by Hackston and Milne (1996), which classifies industries based on environmental sensitivity and public visibility.



3.3. Classical Assumption Test
The classical assumption test consists of the normality test, multicollinearity test, autocorrelation test, and heteroscedasticity test (Ghozali, 2021).

3.4. Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
Multiple linear regression analysis aims to calculate and/or estimate the population mean or the mean value of the dependent variable based on the previous value of the independent variable (Ghozali, 2021). The multiple linear regression model used is:
𝑆𝑅𝐷 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝑃 + 𝛽2𝐿 + 𝛽3𝐶𝐴 + 𝛽4𝐼𝐵𝐶 + 𝛽5𝐴𝐶 + 𝛽6𝐶𝑆 + 𝛽7𝐼𝑇
Where :
SRD	: Sustainability Report Disclosure	AC : Audit Commitee P	: Profitability	CS : Company Size
L	: Leverage	IT. : Industrial Type CA	: Corporate Activity
IBC	: Independent Board of Commissioners
4. Result
4.1 Descriptive Statistics
The results of the descriptive statistical analysis are presented in Table 2.




Table 2 Descriptive Analysis Results
	Variabel
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std Deviasi

	Profitability (P)
	156
	-.20
	.31
	.09
	.07

	Leverage (L)
	156
	.05
	3.93
	.78
	.71

	Copporate Activity (CA)
	156
	1.04
	29.56
	7.46
	4.8

	Independent Board of Commissioners (IBC)
	156
	.25
	.83
	.44
	.12

	Audit Committee (AC)
	156
	1
	35
	6.82
	5.13

	Company Size (CS
	156
	25.61
	33.73
	29.34
	1.67

	I)ndustrial Type (IT)
	156
	0
	1
	.88
	.32

	Sustainability Report Disclosure (SRD
	156
	.48
	.75
	.58
	.05


Source: secondary data, 2025 (processed)

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of the study variables based on 156 observations of manufacturing companies. Overall, the data show variation across all variables, indicating heterogeneous firm characteristics in the sample.
Profitability (P) has a mean value of 0.09 with a standard deviation of 0.07. The minimum value (-0.203) indicates that some firms experienced losses, while the maximum value (0.31) reflects relatively high profitability in certain firms. This suggests that the sample includes firms with varying financial performance conditions.
Leverage (L) shows a mean of 0.78 with a standard deviation of 0.71. The wide range between the minimum (0.05) and maximum (3.93) indicates substantial differences in capital structure across firms, where some companies rely heavily on debt financing.
Corporate activity (CA) has a mean value of 7.46 and a relatively high standard deviation of 4.80, with values ranging from 1.04 to 29.56. This indicates substantial variation in operational efficiency among firms, suggesting differences in asset utilisation and inventory-turnover performance.
The proportion of independent commissioners (IBC) has a mean value of 0.44, indicating that independent members constitute approximately 44% of the board on average. Values range from 0.25 to 0.83, showing variation in governance structures across firms.
The audit committee variable has a mean of 6.82 with a standard deviation of 5.13, with values ranging from 1 to 35.
Company size (CS) has a mean value of 29.34 with a standard deviation of 1.67. The minimum value (25.61) and maximum value (33.73) indicate variations in firm scale among the sampled companies. This suggests that the sample includes both relatively smaller and larger manufacturing firms, although overall firm size tends to be moderately concentrated around the mean.
Industrial type (IT) has a mean value of 0.88 with a standard deviation of 0.32. The minimum value (0) and maximum value (1) indicate that the variable is measured as a dummy variable, distinguishing between high-profile and low-profile industries. The mean value suggests that most companies in the sample belong to high-profile industries, which are generally more exposed to environmental and social scrutiny.
Sustainability Report Disclosure shows a mean value of 0.5782 with a standard deviation of 0.05. The minimum value (0.48) and maximum value (0.75) indicate relatively moderate variation in disclosure levels among firms. This suggests that while sustainability reporting practices are present across all companies, the extent of disclosure varies, with some firms providing more comprehensive sustainability information than others.





4.2. Result of Classical Assumption Test
4.2.1. Normality Test
The results of the normality test using the Kolmogorov–Smirnov statistic are presented in Table 3.
Tabel 3 Normality Test Results
One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
Unstandardized residual

N	156
Normal	Mean	.0000000
Parameter	Std. Deviation	.02112935
Most Extreme Differences	Absolute	.07
Positive	.07
Negative	-.05
Asymp. Sig (2Tailed)	.07

The Kolmogorov–Smirnov test in Table 3 reports an asymptotic significance value of 0.07, which is greater than 0.05. On this basis, the residuals are treated as normally distributed and the regression analysis proceeds.

4.2.2. Multicollinearity Test
The results of the multicollinearity test are presented in Table 4.


Table 4.
Multicollinearity Test Result
Variable
Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance	VIF


Profitability (P)	.83	1.21
Leverage (L)	.78	1.28
	Copporate Activity
	(CA)
	.84
	1.19

	Independent Board of Commissioners (IBC)
	.81
	1.24

	Audit Committee (AC)
	.90
	1.11

	Company size (CS)
	.88
	1.13

	Industrial Type (IT)
	.82
	1.23


Source: research data processed (2025)

Table 4 shows that all variables have tolerance values greater than 0.10 and variance inflation factor values below 10. Accordingly, the model does not indicate multicollinearity under the stated criteria.





4.2.3. Autocorrelation Test
The results of the autocorrelation test are presented in Table 5.
Table 5 Autocorrelation Test Result

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std Error of The Estimate
	Durbin Watson

	1
	.89
	.80
	.79
	.022
	2.11


Source: research data processed (2025)

Table 5 indicates that the model satisfies the stated autocorrelation criterion. The Durbin–Watson value of 2.11 lies between 1.83 and 2.17.

4.2.4. Heteroscedasticity Test
The heteroscedasticity test assesses whether residual variance differs across observations. Based on the Glejser test, the reported significance values for the seven independent variables—profitability, leverage, corporate activity, the independent board of commissioners, the audit committee, company size, and industrial type—are 0.05 or higher. Under the criterion stated in the manuscript, the model does not indicate heteroscedasticity.
Table 6 Heteroscedasticity Test Result
	Variable
	t
	Sig
	Keterangan

	Profitability (P)
	1,06
	.29
	No heteroscedasticity

	Leverage (L)
	-,63
	.53
	No heteroscedasticity

	Copporate Activity  (CA)
	-1,78
	.08
	No heteroscedasticity

	Independent Board of Commissioners (IBC)
	,69
	.50
	No heteroscedasticity

	Audit Committee (AC)
	-1,66
	.10
	No heteroscedasticity

	Company size (CS)
	3,05
	,05
	No heteroscedasticity

	Industrial Type (IT)
	,95
	,34
	No heteroscedasticity


Source: research data processed (2025)
4.3 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
The multiple linear regression results presented in Table 7 are used to assess model fit through the F-test, explanatory power through the adjusted R² value, and the individual hypotheses through the reported significance values.




Table 7.
Multiple Regression Analysis Results
	Variable
	Coefficient
	t
	Sig.
	Decision

	(Constant)
	-.046
	-4.666
	.000
	-

	Profitability (P)
	.067
	2.555
	.012
	H1 accepted

	Leverage (L)
	.008
	2.985
	.003
	H2 accepted

	Copporate Activity(CA)
	.002
	.718
	.474
	H3 reject

	Independent Board of Commissioners (IBC)
	.042
	2.649
	.009
	H4 accepted

	Audit Committee (AC)
	-.005
	-1.334
	.184
	H5 reject

	Company size (CS)
	.023
	20.918
	0,000
	H6 accepted

	Industrial Type (IT)
	.021
	3.489
	.001
	H7 accepted

	R Square /Adjusted R Square
	.797 / .787
	
	
	

	Uji F
	82.891
	
	
	

	Sig F
	0,000
	
	
	

	Source: research data processed (2022)
	
	
	
	


4.3.1 Goodness of fit
The goodness-of-fit test assesses whether the regression model is statistically appropriate. Table 7 reports an F-value of 82.891 with a significance value below 0.05. Accordingly, the independent variables jointly explain a statistically significant proportion of the variation in sustainability report disclosure.
4.3.2 Coefficient of Determination Test Results (R²)
The regression model reports an adjusted R² value of 0.787, indicating that 78.7% of the variation in sustainability report disclosure is explained by profitability, leverage, corporate activity, the independent board of commissioners, the audit committee, company size, and industrial type. The remaining 21.3% is attributable to variables outside the model.
4.3.3 Results of Hypothesis Testing
Based on the results presented in Table 7, the multiple linear regression equation is as follows:
𝑆𝑅𝐷 = −.046 + .067𝑃 + .008𝐿 + .002𝐶𝐴 + .042𝐼𝐵𝐶 − .005𝐴𝐶 + .023𝐶𝑆 + .021𝐼𝑇  The regression model assesses the influence of profitability, leverage, corporate activity, the independent board of commissioners, the audit committee, company size, and industrial type on sustainability report disclosure among manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.
H1: The Influence of Profitability on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The regression results indicate that profitability has a positive and significant effect on sustainability report disclosure, with a coefficient of 0.067 and a significance value of 0.012 (< 0.05). Companies with higher profitability therefore tend to disclose sustainability information more extensively. Profitable companies may have greater financial resources and operational flexibility to implement sustainability programmes and prepare comprehensive disclosures. They may also be better able to allocate resources to environmental management, social-responsibility programmes, employee welfare, community development, reporting preparation, ESG implementation, external assurance, and stakeholder engagement.



Accordingly, companies with higher profitability appear to be more financially prepared to disclose sustainability information.
According to Freeman (1984), companies are expected to fulfil stakeholder information needs, including information on environmental and social performance. Profitable companies generally receive greater attention from investors, creditors, regulators, and society, which may encourage broader sustainability disclosure to maintain stakeholder trust and corporate reputation. Legitimacy theory likewise suggests that companies may use sustainability reporting to demonstrate that corporate success encompasses social and environmental responsibility as well as financial performance.
This finding is consistent with the evidence reported by Damayanty et al. (2022) and Haris and Negoro (2021) on the relevance of firm characteristics, but it differs from Nioko and Hendrani (2024), who found no significant profitability effect. The present result suggests that profitability provides greater capacity to invest in sustainability initiatives and respond to stakeholder expectations.

H2: The Influence of Leverage on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The regression results show that leverage has a positive and significant effect on Sustainability Report Disclosure, with a coefficient value of 0.008 and a significance value of 0.003 (< 0.05). This finding indicates that companies with higher debt levels tend to disclose sustainability information more extensively. Companies with high leverage face greater pressure from creditors and external parties because debt financing increases financial risk and monitoring intensity. Consequently, management attempts to reduce stakeholder concerns by improving corporate transparency through sustainability reporting. High leverage also increases agency conflicts between management and creditors. Sustainability reporting therefore functions as a signalling mechanism to assure creditors that the company manages environmental, social, and governance risks responsibly and maintains long-term business sustainability.
Based on stakeholder theory, creditors are primary stakeholders who require transparent information on company risk management and sustainability practices. Companies with higher leverage may therefore provide broader disclosure to reduce information asymmetry and maintain creditor confidence. Manufacturing firms with higher leverage may also face stronger legitimacy pressure because their operations are associated with environmental risks. Sustainability reporting can serve as a communication tool for demonstrating accountability and responsible business conduct. This finding is consistent with Sonia and Khafid (2020), Al Amosh and Khatib (2022), and Ramadhan et al. (2023).


H3: The Influence of Corporate Activity on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The regression results indicate that corporate activity has no significant effect on Sustainability Report Disclosure, with a significance value of 0.474 (> 0.05). Therefore, H3 is rejected. This finding indicates that operational efficiency reflected through inventory turnover does not necessarily encourage companies to disclose sustainability information more extensively. Although companies may efficiently manage inventory and operational activities, such efficiency does not automatically reflect greater commitment towards sustainability disclosure.
One possible explanation is that corporate activity ratios are more oriented towards short-term operational efficiency and profitability rather than long-term sustainability strategies. Sustainability disclosure is generally influenced more strongly by external pressures, stakeholder expectations, governance quality, and company visibility than by operational activity efficiency alone. In addition, some manufacturing companies may prioritise operational productivity and cost efficiency over sustainability transparency. As a result, high inventory turnover does not necessarily indicate stronger sustainability awareness or ESG commitment. This finding also indicates that sustainability reporting in Indonesia may still be largely driven by regulatory compliance, stakeholder pressure, and legitimacy concerns rather than internal operational efficiency factors.
The result differs from Damayanty et al. (2022), who reported a positive relationship between corporate activity and sustainability disclosure, but it is consistent with Nioko and Hendrani (2024), who found no significant effect. The finding implies that operational efficiency alone may be insufficient to encourage sustainability disclosure; governance and stakeholder pressure may be more influential.

H4: The Influence of the Independent Board of Commissioners on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The regression results indicate that the Independent Board of Commissioners has a positive and significant effect on Sustainability Report Disclosure, with a coefficient value of 0.042 and a significance value of 0.009 (< 0.05). This finding demonstrates that the existence of independent commissioners strengthens corporate governance and encourages companies to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively. Independent commissioners function as monitoring mechanisms that supervise management decisions and ensure corporate accountability towards stakeholders. Independent commissioners are considered more objective and independent because they have no direct affiliation with management or controlling shareholders. Consequently, they are more likely to encourage transparency, accountability, and ethical business practices, including sustainability disclosure.
Based on agency theory, independent commissioners can reduce agency conflicts by strengthening monitoring. Stakeholder theory similarly suggests that they can encourage broader ESG disclosure and sustainability transparency. In manufacturing companies with significant environmental exposure, independent oversight is particularly relevant to legitimacy and public trust. This finding is consistent with the studies cited by the manuscript, including Bhatia and Marwaha (2022) and Pratiwi et al. (2023).





H5: The Influence of the Audit Committee on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The regression results show that the audit committee has no significant effect on sustainability report disclosure, with a significance value of 0.184 (> 0.05). Although audit committees oversee financial reporting and internal controls, their responsibilities may remain focused on financial-reporting compliance rather than sustainability oversight. In many Indonesian companies, sustainability reporting may be managed primarily by senior management or specialised sustainability units. The existence of an audit committee alone may therefore be insufficient to ensure broader disclosure, particularly where committee members have limited ESG-reporting expertise.
This finding differs from Aprianti et al. (2022) and Ramadhan et al. (2023), which associated audit-committee characteristics with sustainability disclosure. The insignificant result in the present study suggests that audit committees in Indonesian manufacturing companies may still focus primarily on financial reporting rather than sustainability oversight.

H6: The Influence of Company Size on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The regression results indicate that company size has a positive and highly significant effect on Sustainability Report Disclosure, with a coefficient value of 0.023 and a significance value of 0.000. This finding suggests that larger companies tend to disclose sustainability information more comprehensively than smaller companies. Large companies generally receive greater public attention because their operational activities have broader economic, environmental, and social impacts.
Larger firms also possess more financial resources, human resources, reporting systems, and technological capabilities to prepare sustainability reports in accordance with GRI standards. In addition, large companies face stronger pressure from investors, regulators, environmental organisations, and society regarding ESG transparency.
Based on legitimacy theory, large companies may seek to maintain legitimacy and reputation through broader sustainability disclosure. Sustainability reporting can demonstrate corporate accountability and maintain stakeholder trust. This finding is consistent with Damayanty et al. (2022), Satria et al. (2023), Velte (2020), and Tsang et al. (2023).
This finding indicates that larger firms have greater resources and face stronger public scrutiny, enabling them to provide more comprehensive sustainability disclosures.
H7: The Influence of Industrial Type on Sustainability Report Disclosure
The regression results indicate that industrial type has a positive and significant effect on Sustainability Report Disclosure, with a coefficient value of 0.021 and a significance value of 0.001 (< 0.05).
This finding indicates that companies operating in high-profile industries tend to disclose sustainability information more extensively than companies operating in low-profile industries. Manufacturing companies are generally categorised as high-profile industries because their activities are closely associated with environmental pollution, industrial waste, carbon emissions, and natural resource utilisation.

This study examined the determinants of sustainability report disclosure among manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange during 2021–2023. Profitability, leverage, the independent board of commissioners, company size, and industrial type significantly influenced disclosure. These results indicate that financial capacity, independent oversight, organisational scale, and industry visibility are associated with broader sustainability reporting. Company size showed the strongest effect, suggesting that larger firms have greater reporting resources and face stronger stakeholder scrutiny. Corporate activity and the audit committee did not have significant effects, indicating that operational efficiency and the frequency of audit-committee meetings do not necessarily translate into more extensive disclosure. Overall, the findings are consistent with the view that sustainability reporting is shaped by financial capacity, governance arrangements, firm visibility, and stakeholder pressure. They provide evidence relevant to manufacturing companies seeking to improve transparency and accountability and to regulators considering the continued development of sustainability-reporting practice in Indonesia.



Companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries tend to experience stronger stakeholder pressure and greater public scrutiny regarding their environmental and social impacts. Therefore, sustainability reporting is used as a legitimacy strategy to maintain public trust and corporate reputation.
Based on legitimacy theory, companies disclose sustainability information to demonstrate alignment with societal expectations and environmental-responsibility standards. Stakeholder theory likewise suggests that companies facing stronger stakeholder pressure are more likely to increase sustainability transparency. This finding is consistent with Putri and Marsono (2025), Velte (2020), and Tsang et al. (2023).
The result indicates that companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries experience greater stakeholder pressure, which encourages broader sustainability disclosure.


5. Conclusion, Implications, Limitations, and Suggestions for Future Research

5.1 Conclusion5.2 Limitations

This study has several limitations. First, the sample is limited to manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange, which restricts generalisability to other sectors. Second, the 2021–2023 observation period may not reflect longer-term changes in sustainability reporting. Third, disclosure was measured by the number of disclosed items rather than by disclosure quality. Fourth, the model examined selected financial, governance, and industry-profile variables and did not include ownership structure, ESG performance, environmental performance, media exposure, or board diversity.


5.4 Suggestions for Future ResearchDeclaration of AI Use
This manuscript was prepared through the combined contributions of all author(s), including contributions to the study design, data, content development, results, interpretation, and related scholarly work. The author(s) acknowledge the use of Grammarly and ChatGPT to assist with grammar checking, language refinement, reference formatting. These AI-assisted tools were not used as authors and did not replace the intellectual contributions or scholarly judgment of the author(s). All AI-assisted outputs, including content, references, and interpretations, were carefully reviewed, revised, verified, and approved by the author(s). The author(s) accept full responsibility for the accuracy, integrity, and final content of the manuscript.
Declaration of AI Use

1. Future studies are recommended to expand the research sample by including companies from different industrial sectors and extending the observation period to obtain broader and more comprehensive findings regarding sustainability reporting practices.
2. Future research may also include additional variables such as ESG performance, environmental performance, institutional ownership, media exposure, board gender diversity, sustainability committees, corporate governance quality, and green innovation to improve the explanatory power of the model.
3. Future studies are encouraged to measure sustainability disclosure quality rather than merely disclosure quantity, for example by using ESG ratings, assurance quality, or content analysis approaches.
4. Future research may compare sustainability reporting practices before and after the implementation of stricter sustainability reporting regulations in Indonesia to examine regulatory impacts on corporate sustainability transparency.
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