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 The shift in the business paradigm towards a more sustainable one has placed a balance 
between people, profit and the planet as a corporate culture. However, based on previous 
empirical studies, very few companies have put sustainability as the soul of their business, 
especially in the types of industries that are not obliged to report their social responsibility 
activities. This study aims to compare the quality of the sustainability report based on the GRI 
G4 indicator for foreign and domestic companies engaged in construction services. The data 
was taken using a purposive method on construction service companies that published their 
2017 sustainability reports and found 30 companies. The quality of the report is compared 
between the three indicators, namely economic, social and environmental. The results showed 
that in terms of quality of disclosure, there was no difference between domestic and foreign 
construction service companies, whether tested per category or tested collectively. The results 
of this study reinforce the previous finding that companies are still very dependent on the 
regulatory compliance approach only in implementing sustainability, especially in the 
construction service industry.  
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1. Introduction 

Disclosure of information by a company is the main basis for investors to support safe and profitable investment decisions. 
The information needed by investors is not only financial information but also non-financial information. A shift in the 
business paradigm where non-financial information needs to be disclosed has influenced companies to present this 
information in a more comprehensive form. Additional reports can be in the form of analysis, recommendations, social and 
environmental accountability, and feasibility reports (Atmadja & Saputra, 2018; Mdee & Thorley, 2016; Saputra et al., 
2019). This is indeed a demand for companies today since the company's paradigm has shifted to following the triple bottom 
line trend. In the triple bottom line, one of the pillars is about preserving the environment (planet) (Malizia & Monmany-
Garzia, 2019). The pillar of environmental preservation is becoming increasingly popular and companies are trying to fulfill 
it in an effort towards mandatory reporting for sustainability (Istianingsih et al., 2020; Thornton, 2013). This mandatory 
sustainability reporting is fully supported by the government's efforts to reduce environmental problems with the issuance 
of Law No.40 of 2007 concerning Limited Liability Companies. Article 74 (1) states "Companies that carry out business 
activities related to natural resources are obliged to carry out social and environmental responsibility". Following up on the 
law, the government issued Government Regulation No.47 of 2012 on Social and Environmental Responsibility of Limited 
Liability Companies (Cho & Patten, 2013; Nagy et al., 2014). This government regulation can mean that companies are not 
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only required to carry out their social and environmental responsibilities, but also must report these accountability activities 
(Karmawan, 2017). The preparation of a sustainability report is a form of responsibility and compliance with the overall 
disclosure principle of company activities, both from financial and non-financial aspects. The principles in the sustainability 
report are listed in the Global Reporting Initiatives (GRI), namely transparency, accountability, responsibility, 
independency, and fairness (Istianingsih et al., 2020). At the international level, guidelines for preparing sustainability 
reports are directed to follow the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) standards and are prepared separately from financial 
reports or annual reports (Buslepp et al., 2019; Istianingsih et al., 2020). 
 
GRI defines sustainability reporting as the practice of measuring, disclosing, and being accountable to internal and external 
stakeholders regarding the organization's performance in achieving sustainable development goals (Lombardi et al., 2019; 
Ng, 2018). Although the quality of sustainability reporting in Indonesia continues to grow, the number of companies in 
Indonesia reporting sustainability reports is still far behind compared to developed countries, even though it is among the 
best in Southeast Asia. The factor that makes companies reluctant to make a sustainability report is that the company is not 
transparent in running its business. The second factor is that the company considers the sustainability report as an additional 
cost. Whereas the third, namely, there is no regulation that requires a company to release a sustainability report or it can be 
called voluntary (Kim & Todorovic, 2013; Thornton, 2013). Efforts to encourage the publication and use of sustainability 
reports by companies in Indonesia, the five leading organizations are the National Committee on Governance Policy 
(KNKG), the Forum for Corporate Governance in Indonesia (FCGI), the Association of Indonesian Issuers (AEI), the 
Indonesian Management Accountants Association (IAMI), and the Indonesian-Netherlands Association (INA) established 
a non-profit organization called the National Center for Sustainability Reporting (NCSR) in 2005. Through the 
establishment of the NCSR, it is hoped that companies can show accountability and transparency in carrying out social and 
environmental responsibilities. through published sustainability reports based on the reporting guidelines issued by GRI. A 
different phenomenon occurs in several other countries such as China, Denmark, South Africa and Malaysia. In these 
countries, the local government has obliged every company, both state-owned companies and public companies, to make 
sustainability reports, including a company engaged in the construction sector (Deegan, 2013; Iqbal et al., 2019; Istianingsih 
et al., 2020; Kim & Todorovic, 2013). Meanwhile in Indonesia, the regulation regarding the construction service business 
is in Law no. 2 of 2017 concerning Construction Services which regulates that what is included in the construction service 
business is construction work planning consulting services, construction work implementation services and construction 
work supervision consulting services (Matei & Drumasu, 2015; Mironiuc et al., 2013). The government policy that makes 
infrastructure development a priority is an opportunity for the construction service business in terms of economic 
performance. Referring to Law No.40 of 2007 regarding Limited Liability Companies, construction services are not one of 
the industrial sectors that are required to report their social responsibility because they are not engaged in natural resources. 
However, because there has been a shift in the business paradigm towards sustainability, Indonesian construction companies 
today feel the need to publish sustainability reports (Cho & Patten, 2013; Deegan, 2013; Mahoney et al., 2013). 
 
The key to business continuity in a construction company does not depend solely on the achievement of profit or profit. In 
addition to seeking maximum profit, companies must also pay attention to and be involved in fulfilling the welfare of its 
stakeholders (people) and take an active role in preserving the earth's environment (planet). One example of implementing 
this concept is green building certification. The certificate is a form of recognition of concern for environmental 
sustainability (Based on PT Waskita Karya's 2017 sustainability report). Meanwhile, the implementation of the triple bottom 
line commitment to the people aspect is manifested in the welfare of external stakeholders, especially the community 
through the implementation of community development and empowerment programs (Z. Ahmad et al., 2018; Deegan, 2013; 
Di Salvo et al., 2017; Ng, 2018). The various indicators contained in the GRI G4 are one of the tools for assessing company 
activities in maintaining business practices that support sustainability. Each company certainly has its own character in 
complying with these sustainability indicators (Iqbal et al., 2019; Kim & Todorovic, 2013). It is adherence to the fulfillment 
of these indicators that is then conveyed by the company in its sustainability report (Cruz et al., 2020; Figueroa et al., 2010). 
So far, sustainability reports, especially in the construction sector, have only been made with the motivation of just fulfilling 
obligations, so that the quality of information submitted is only modest in accordance with what is required in the applicable 
regulations (Kim & Todorovic, 2013; Ng, 2018). Moreover, due to the voluntary nature of sustainability reports, the quality 
of financial reports is not a priority and concern of the company. To ensure the quality and sustainability commitment made 
by companies, especially in the construction sector, a more in-depth study is needed on how completely construction service 
companies report their sustainability indicators in their sustainability reports. As a comparison, this research will also do 
the same thing for construction service companies in other countries, so this research intends to conduct a comparative study 
of the quality of GRI G4-based sustainability report disclosure for domestic and foreign construction service companies 
(Cho & Patten, 2013; Deegan, 2013; Maichum et al., 2016). 
 
The contribution of the research is that by knowing the description of the differences in the quality of disclosure in the 
sustainability report, the stakeholders in particular can consider drafting a regulation that can encourage the improvement 
of the quality of financial report disclosure, for example by changing policies from voluntary to mandatory based on the 
findings of existing empirical studies. 
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2. Literature Review 
 
2.1 Sustainability Report and Construction 
 
The development of publishing sustainability reports from time to time has increased since 2000, where GRI reported at 
that time, only 44 companies worldwide published sustainability reports, while in 2016, GRI had received 32,118 
sustainability reports. The increasing trend should be a sign that the company is currently paying more attention to matters 
related to sustainability. However, there are still strong indications that compliance with the sustainability aspect is merely 
an act of the company in the context of fulfilling obligations and complying with regulations, or even just a desire to get 
certain awards (Erhemjamts & Huang, 2019; Stanojević et al., 2010). Previous research findings even found the fact that 
according to investors' perceptions, sustainability reports only reflect the impression of the company's management strategy 
to bring out the positives of sustainability performance and obscure the negative things of the company. The above 
phenomenon at least illustrates that the interests of companies or institutions that publish sustainability reports are still very 
heterogeneous and interesting for further research (Cho & Patten, 2013; Deegan, 2013). Sustainable construction is an 
approach that begins with the construction sector's awareness of the importance of implementing the concept of sustainable 
development in the construction sector in creating the infrastructure it carries out in accordance with the main areas of 
environmental responsibility, social awareness and economic benefits (Bößner et al., 2019; Deng et al., 2013; Mc Williams 
& Siegel, 2018). The concept of development in sustainable construction must be based on an understanding of the main 
principles for all generations. This study specifically intends to observe how the phenomenon of construction companies 
reports on their sustainability aspects according to the GRI G4 indicator. This is especially interesting from the perspective 
of Indonesia where the construction services sector is not yet a field that requires mandatory issuance of sustainability 
reports. In fact, business projects in the construction industry are one of the largest and most important sectors in the national 
economy and have a direct impact on the environment and society (Cai et al., 2019; Stanojević et al., 2010). The practice 
that occurs in China has established a mandatory system for sustainability reports, encouraging contractors to meet all 
sustainability indicators as part of the special characteristics of Chinese construction since the construction process began 
(Istianingsih et al., 2020). In different regions, the construction sector in Lithuania has a share of 6-10% of GDP in the 
period 2007-2013, and consumes 50% of energy needs, but is faced with many challenges that make the performance of the 
construction industry in Lithuania has a very large gap with standards. the performance of the construction sector in the 
European Union. These challenges make the construction industry in Lithuania must take a new approach to conform to the 
sustainability standards set by the European Union. Of course, the new approach must be simpler and have a priority scale 
so that it can be immediately fulfilled, therefore an approach is made based on important indicators as shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1  
Indicators of sustainability in the Lithuanian construction sector 

Code Criteria Indicator Type 
I1 Water consumption M3 / net income min 
I2 GHG Emission CO2 t/Net income min 
I3 Use of durable materials Costs for durable materials/costs for all materials max 
I4 Use of materials with low health risk Costs for materials with low health risk/costs for all materials max 
I5 Use of renewable energy Renewable energy/all energy max 
I6 Energy consumption GJ/Net income min 
I7 Project declared of general interest Project costs / all costs max 
I8 Safety and health of workers Number of injuries/Total Number of employees min 
I9 Leadership/knowledge management Number of accredited professionals/Total Number of max 
I10 Local workers during construction, operation and maintenance Number of injuries/Total Number of employees max 
I11 Training of workers Yearly training hours/total number of employee max 
I12 Reduction of direct costs Direct costs/all costs min 
I13 Reduction of indirect costs Indirect costs/all costs min 
I14 Maintenance costs Maintenance costs/all costs min 
I15 Construction time Number of months/Net income min 

  
With this approach, according to the results of a study conducted in Lithuania, at least it shows what components need to 
be considered in compiling a sustainable construction project management portfolio. In the Indonesian context, from the 
results of this study, there is a tendency that construction companies that have low sustainability disclosure quality in the 
economic category are also followed by low achievement of indicators in the environmental and social categories (Ahmad 
et al., 2020; Atmadja et al., 2021). This is consistent with research on non-financial performance in other sectors, where 
good economic performance will usually be followed by good environmental and social performance (Isaac et al., 2019; 
Murphy, 1985). The study discusses the issue of sustainability has gone through a long and winding road. Although in terms 
of quantity it shows an increasing trend, there are still many notes for all parties who are concerned about this issue and 
leave work to immediately determine the value so that sustainability performance can be realized immediately (Thornton, 
2013). Sustainability performance requires the focus of the company, the company's supply chain, and the sustainability 
context of the company itself so that it can be measured. Economic indicators are a determining factor in improving 
environmental performance in increasing the disclosure of sustainability reports in Indonesia and the world, while social 
factors play an important role in disclosing sustainability reports (Mahoney et al., 2013). 
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In the Indonesian context, the issue of sustainability is not yet at measuring sustainability performance, but is still limited 
to fulfilling the obligations stipulated in the Law (Iqbal et al., 2019). This raises a condition in which the sector, which is 
still voluntary in reporting its sustainability condition, still has very few initiatives in preparing and publishing sustainability 
reports. In particular, the observations in this study were in the construction service sector in 2017, and only managed to 
find 8 construction companies that published sustainability reports (Kim & Todorovic, 2013). Previous research in the 
construction sector in China has successfully identified factors that affect the willingness of construction service company 
owners to adopt sustainable construction, namely economic feasibility, awareness, support from project stakeholders, laws 
and regulations, operational feasibility of sustainable construction, sources of risk and project management models. Of the 
seven factors, the three most important according to the owner of a construction service company are economic feasibility, 
awareness and legislation (Law et al., 2016; Ng, 2018; Tiwari & Joshi, 2014). This is in line with findings in previous 
research that regulatory and awareness issues are important in driving sustainability performance (Cho & Patten, 2013). In 
an effort to encourage the implementation of sustainable construction, the awareness of various parties is very much needed 
(Stanojević et al., 2010). In this case, the company as an important actor must have an awareness driven by an equal 
motivation. The achievement of its sustainability performance must be positioned as a medium to boost its economic 
performance, so that the trade-offs that occur are balanced. Sustainability reports can be quite effective media to convey 
performance achievements, as well as build a reputation for responsible behavior from the company along with achieving 
competitive advantage. The statement contains an emphasis that ensuring compliance is important (Di Salvo et al., 2017). 
Therefore, the existence of standards, although still global in nature, is relevant to be used as a reference in assessing the 
compliance of companies, especially construction services in the context of assessing sustainability performance 
(Istianingsih et al., 2020). This study chooses GRI G4 as the assessment standard to determine the quality of disclosure of 
sustainability reports in the construction service sector both at home and abroad. It is hoped that this research will present 
empirical facts about the quality of disclosure assessed based on all indicators in the GRI G4, between domestic (Indonesian) 
and foreign companies, as well as a basis for assessing the sustainability performance of each company. 
 
3. Methodology 
 
Research with a quantitative approach. The population in this study were construction companies in Indonesia and 
internationally. While the sample was taken by purposive sampling method with the sampling criteria being construction 
companies both in Indonesia and abroad that published sustainability reports in 2017. The type of data used in this study is 
secondary data in the form of sustainability reports during the 2017 period. This research was conducted to see the level of 
difference in sustainability report disclosure between construction companies in Indonesia and abroad. Descriptive 
statistical analysis is used to determine the characteristics of the sample used and to describe the variables in this study. 
Descriptive statistical analysis includes number of samples, minimum value, maximum value and average value (mean). 
The study used the Shapiro-wik test, used the Mann Whitney U Test (2 samples) for hypotheses 1,2 and 3, and the Kruskal 
Wallis test. 
 
4. Results and Discussion 
 
Based on the data obtained, the characteristics of the companies sampled in this study are presented in Table 2. 
 
Table 2 
List of Sample Companies based on Regional Characteristics 

No. Company Territory Company Country 
1 Indonesia Waskita Karya (Persero) Tbk Indonesia 
2  PP (Persero) Tbk Indonesia 
3  ABB Group Indonesia 
4  Bakrie & Brothers Tbk Indonesia 
5  Total Bangun Persada Indonesia 
6  Wijaya Karya Beton Indonesia 
7  Wijaya Karya (Persero) Tbk Indonesia 
8  Posco E&C Indonesia 
9  Hyundai E&C Seoul, South Korea 

10  Consolidated Contractors Company (CCC) Athens, Greece 
11  Chiyoda Group Japan 
12  Mytilineos Greece 
13  CTCI Taiwan 
14  Lotte E&C Korea Selatan 
15  Enka Turkey 
16  CRH Dublin, Republik Irlandia 
17  PEAB AB Swedia 
18  Daewoo E&C Seoul, Korea Selatan 
19  NWS Holding Limited Hong Kong 
20 Other countries HOCHTIEF Nordrhein-Westfalen, Jerman 
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Table 2 
List of Sample Companies based on Regional Characteristics (Continued) 

No. Company Territory Company Country 
21  China Resources Land Ltd Hong Kong 
22  AECOM California, Amerika 
23  Fletcher Building Auckland, New Zealand 
24  Maire Technimont Rome, Italy 
25  The Bechtel Reston, Virginia, Amerika 
26  BAM Bunnik, Belanda 
27  Volker Wessels Belanda 
28  Motaengil Norte Region, Portugal 
29  Taylor Wimpey Britania Raya, England 
30  Larsen & Toubro Mumbai, India 

 
Based on the findings regarding the quality of the sustainability report disclosure, Table 3 shows descriptive statistics that 
show the quality of disclosure of the three indicators. 
 
Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics Table of Quality of Sustainability Report Disclosure for the Three Indicators 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Error Std. Deviation Average score of the Indicator 
Economic 30 46 104 85.93 2.848 15.600 3,305 
Environmental 30 208 395 314.73 9.475 51.898 3,085 
Social 30 226 426 356.20 8.423 46.137 3,267 

 
Based on Table 3, it can be concluded that the economic indicators have 26 sub-chapters, then the mean or average value is 
85.93 / 26 = 3.305, which means that the average contribution of economic variables in the disclosure of sustainability 
reports for construction companies in Indonesia and the world is disclosed according to GRI. G4 at a minimum. 
Environmental indicators have 102 sub-chapters, so the mean or average value is 314.73 / 102 = 3.085, which means that 
the average contribution of environmental variables in the disclosure of sustainability reports for construction companies in 
Indonesia and the world is minimally disclosed according to GRI G4. While the social indicators have 109 sub-chapters, 
the mean or average value is 356.20 / 109 = 3.267, which means that the average contribution of social variables in disclosing 
sustainability reports to construction companies in Indonesia and the world is minimally disclosed according to GRI G4. If 
you look at the findings in the descriptive statistics above, all indicators have an average score of relatively the same quality 
of disclosure, namely minimally disclosing compliance according to the GRI G4 indicator. From these results, it is likely 
that the hypothesis test results will also lead to the same thing, namely that there is no difference. The best average value, 
which is 3.085, means the most transparent in disclosing sustainability reports (Bach et al., 2020; Dhawan et al., 2019). This 
shows that the economic indicators of construction companies in Indonesia and the world in 2017 are more transparent than 
the environmental and social indicators in presenting the disclosure of the GRI G4-based sustainability report. 
 
4.1 Feasibility / Normality Test Results 
 
The second test that is done is the data normality test. The results of the findings of this study on the data normality test are 
presented in Table 4. 
 
Table 4  
Normality Test for the Three Indicators 

 Company Territory Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Economic Indonesia 0.124 8 0.200* 0.949 8 0.705 
Dunia 0.134 22 0.200* 0.911 22 0.050 

Environmental Indonesia 0.192 8 0.200* 0.898 8 0.275 
 Dunia 0.108 22 0.200* 0.970 22 0.701 

Social Indonesia 0.225 8 0.200* 0.924 8 0.460 
 Dunia 0.145 22 0.200* 0.926 22 0.102 

 
Based on Table 4, in the economic indicators, all significant values based on the Shapiro-Wilk test> 0.05, so the two groups 
are equally distributed normally. This also occurs in environmental and social indicators, so it can be said that the data for 
the three indicators are normally distributed. 
 
4.2 Hypothesis test Mann Whitney U-Test 
 
Mann-Whitney U Test for all indicators of Construction Companies in Indonesia and the World in 2017 
 
To prove the alleged research results in accordance with the trend of the descriptive statistical test results, the Mann-Whitney 
U Test was carried out with the results as shown in Table 5. 
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Table 5 
Mann-Whitney U Test for the Three Ranks Indicators 

 Company Territory N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Economic Indonesia 8 17.56 140.50 

 Dunia 22 14.75 324.50 
Environmental Indonesia 8 19.31 154.50 

 Dunia 22 14.11 310.50 
Social Indonesia 8 16.62 133.00 

 Dunia 22 15.09 332.00 
 
Table 6  
Statistical Test Results 

 Economic Environmental Social 
Mann-Whitney U 71.500 57.500 79.000 
Wilcoxon W 324.500 310.500 332.000 
Z -.775 -1.431 -.422 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .439 .153 .673 

 
From Table 5, the average ranking of disclosure of economic indicators in Indonesian construction companies is 17.56 and 
in the world is 14.75. This shows that the disclosure of economic indicators in construction companies in the world is more 
open than that of construction companies in Indonesia. The U value is 71.5 and the W value is 324.5. If converted to Z 
value, the magnitude is -0.775. The significance value of the p-value is 0.439; then H0 is accepted. This means that there is 
no difference in the disclosure of economic indicators in domestic and foreign construction companies. The second finding 
is that the average ranking of environmental indicator disclosure in Indonesian construction companies is 19.31 and in the 
world it is 14.11. This shows that the disclosure of environmental indicators in construction companies in the world is more 
open than that of construction companies in Indonesia. The U value is 57.5 and the W value is 310.5. If converted to Z 
value, the magnitude is -1,431. The significance value of the p-value is 0.153; then H0 is accepted. This means that there is 
no difference in the disclosure of environmental indicators in domestic and foreign construction companies. The third 
finding is the average rating for disclosure of environmental indicators in Indonesian construction companies of 19.31 and 
14.11 in the world. This shows that the disclosure of environmental indicators in construction companies in the world is 
more open than that of construction companies in Indonesia. The U value is 57.5 and the W value is 310.5. If converted to 
Z value, the magnitude is -1,431. The significance value of the p-value is 0.153; then H0 is accepted. This means that there 
is no difference in the disclosure of environmental indicators in domestic and foreign construction companies. The results 
of the mean rank or the average ranking of each group on the three indicators together in Indonesian construction companies 
the average rank is 17.75 and world companies are 14.68. This shows that the disclosure of the three indicators together in 
construction companies in the world is more open than that of construction companies in Indonesia. 
 
The results of this study are in line with research with the title Integrating Sustainability in Business Model Disclosure: 
Evidence from the UK Mining Industry. The results of these studies indicate that mining companies have chosen a selective 
and malleable approach to sustainability (Iqbal et al., 2019; Thornton, 2013). While water, energy, local community 
engagement, environmental protection and labor conditions are frequently discussed in the business model of British mining 
companies, there is very little evidence to suggest that initiatives are being implemented in other areas. In fact, some topics 
are either completely ignored (raw materials), almost completely ignored (waste, corruption and lobbying, local jobs), or 
discussed descriptively (human rights, opportunity and equity, recruitment and bargaining, training). The sustainability 
strategy in the mining industry affects only part of the components of the business model, and that the impact varies 
consistently between sustainability topics (Cho & Patten, 2013; Cruz et al., 2020; Deegan, 2013; Istianingsih et al., 2020). 
This proves that the disclosure of the sustainability report in the mining business sector is not yet transparent (Cho & Patten, 
2013; Iqbal et al., 2019; Kim & Todorovic, 2013; Thornton, 2013). 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
The results of the research above can be concluded that the analysis with the Mann-Whitney U Test on each indicator and 
the Kruskal-Wallis test on the three variables together shows that in quality there is no difference in sustainability report 
disclosure in construction companies in Indonesia and the world. which is based on GRI G4. Comparison of the sample size 
of Indonesian companies with the world, namely 8:22, shows that the disclosure of sustainability reports in Indonesian 
construction companies can only be done by large and bona fide companies. However, from the comparison of the quality 
of the disclosure with similar companies abroad, the results are the same, namely there is no difference in the quality of the 
sustainability report disclosure on all indicators based on GRI G4. There are several limitations in this study, namely; There 
is only one variable used in this study, namely the sustainability report which is used as a basis for conducting different 
tests, this study only examines in one period of time so that the conclusions found cannot be compared with the previous 
year, and this study only uses descriptive research methods with quantitative approach and use secondary data only without 
conducting interviews so that conclusions are only based on written documents. This study contributes to information that 
the quality of sustainability report disclosure in several countries still relies on the element of compliance with regulations 
alone but has not yet been fully adopted by companies in their daily business practices. In the future, a more integrated 
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approach is needed so that sustainability reports become a media that has more power to determine the strategic direction 
of the company. 
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