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ABSTRACT 

Purpose: This research attempts to reveal how a team-centric culture impacts the 

quality of sustainability reports and how stakeholder pressure influences those 

linkages. 

Method: This study employs a quantitative methodology. The research sample 

comprised 64 energy industry companies from 2020 to 2024. Based on the purposive 

sampling employed, this research consists of 56 energy companies (260 

observations). Secondary data from annual reports and corporate sustainability 

reports were utilised. The data were processed using STATA software.  

Findings: The findings show that energy companies that prioritise human capital 

development do not impact on the quality of sustainability reports, according to the 

fixed effect estimate model. Furthermore, pressure from institutional shareholders 

does not persuade companies to generate better sustainability reports. This finding 

aligns with other types of stakeholder pressure, both from creditors and employees. 

Other findings suggest that only company age can be an indicator of companies 

producing better-quality sustainability reports. Furthermore, several estimation 

models found that company size and profitability (return on assets) play a role in 

encouraging better-quality sustainability reports. 

Implications: The research findings indicate that all energy companies in Indonesia 

have not yet used assurance services to verify the information included in their 

sustainability reports. The findings provide practical implications for regulatory 

bodies, including the Indonesian Financial Accounting Standards Board-Institute of 

Indonesia Chartered Accountants (IAI) and the Financial Services Authority (OJK), 

regarding sustainability report verification regulations to minimise negative 

narcissism practices. 

Novelty/Value: This study focuses on the quality of the sustainability report related 

to the company's culture. Based on the theoretical perspective, this study uses 

institutional theory and stakeholder theory. Additionally, this study took into account 

the moderating effect of stakeholder pressure, which might have an impact on 

managerial choices. 
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INTRODUCTION  

By 2024, Indonesia's social and environmental responsibility performance remained subpar, despite the 

urgent need to address environmental and social issues to achieve the SDGs (United Nations, 2024). 

Indonesia's suboptimal environmental management is evident in the 2024 Environmental Performance 

Index, which ranked Indonesia 163rd out of 180 countries worldwide (Block et al., 2024). Specifically, 

Indonesia ranked 147th in environmental health and ecosystem vitality, and 143rd in climate change. 

Meanwhile, Indonesia, through the Ministry of Environment and Forestry, reported in 2024 that only 

343 of 4,520 companies (7.58%) exceeded environmental regulatory compliance (Dirjen PPL, 2024a; 

Dirjen PPL, 2024b). Furthermore, according to the 2023 evaluation, 1,077 companies (30.92%) received 

negative ratings (KLHK, 2023). The evaluation results indicate that Indonesia's environmental 

management still requires improvement. 

The energy sector has a high environmental impact and sustainability issues (Allini et al., 2024; 

Fajri, 2024; Krasodomska & Zarzycka, 2020; Pratama et al., 2023; Sawitri & Ardhiani, 2023; Sriningsih 

& Wahyuningrum, 2022). This sector encompasses two sub-sectors (oil, gas & coal; alternative energy), 

five industries (oil & gas; coal; oil, gas & coal supports; alternative energy equipment; alternative fuels) 

with eight sub-industries (oil & gas production & refinery; oil & gas storage & distribution; coal 

production; coal distribution; oil & gas drilling service; oil, gas & coal equipment & services; alternative 

energy equipment; alternative fuels) (IDX, 2021, 2024). Companies within the energy sector are 

essentially public utilities that strive to promote specific social goals and provide benefits to the general 

public, but their various activities have the potential to generate negative externalities (Venturelli et al., 

2023), including air pollution, declining environmental quality, which can increase health costs and 

damage ecosystems, making sustainable development more difficult to achieve. Therefore, companies 

must provide detailed, comparable information on environmental, social, and governance performance 

not only to ensure the implementation of sustainable and inclusive development but also to enhance the 

company's credibility with stakeholders (Ceglia et al., 2022). 

SDG 12, target 6, mandates that nations specifically promote corporations to adopt sustainable 

practices and use data in their operations (United Nations, 2015). In Indonesia, companies must include 

social responsibility and environmental management in their sustainability reports, as stipulated in POJK 

No. 51/POJK.03/2017 (OJK, 2017). For companies, sustainability reports demonstrate transparency and 

accountability to stakeholders regarding the impact of their actions on sustainability (Tay & Tay, 2023). 

Sustainability reports can bring benefits, including increased value (Aksan & Gantyowati, 2020; Oware 

& Worae, 2023; Sumarta et al., 2023), performance (Al-Shaer & Hussainey, 2022; Fitriana & Wardhani, 

2020), and corporate reputation (Abbas et al., 2022). Although sustainability reporting has begun, 

disclosure practices and quality still vary. The literature shows that sustainability reporting in Indonesia 

remains low (Nugrahani et al., 2023; Sumarta et al., 2023), with readability levels categorised as very 

difficult (Adhariani & du Toit, 2020). In fact, the reporting of results and their quality are closely 

influenced by the reporting process, which in turn is shaped by the values, standards, and systems 

implemented, known as corporate culture. 

Culture describes the unwritten code of communication between individuals within an 

organisation (Guiso et al., 2015). Culture can complement the written contract between a company and 

its employees by providing guidance for action and aligning employee interests with those of the 

company, especially when the contract is less comprehensive (Phung & Nguyen, 2025). Appropriate 

cultural implementation can improve employee behaviour (Fiordelisi & Ricci, 2014), reporting practices 

(Bhandari et al., 2022; Shwairef et al., 2021), and even company performance and value (Guiso et al., 

2015; Phung & Nguyen, 2025; Tran et al., 2025). A relevant framework for diagnosing corporate culture 

is the Competing Values Framework (CVF) (Fang et al., 2023). Culture types based on the CVF are 

grouped into collaborative, controlling, competitive, and creative (Cameron et al., 2014). The strongest 

culture in Indonesian companies is collaborative. 

Collaborative culture, or team-centric culture, refers to a family-group cultural system formed 

around a shared ancestor as a bond and manifested in ethical concepts, behavioural norms, and an 

emphasis on blood and family ties (Wei & Peng, 2025). This culture orients the company's internal 

stability by emphasising collaboration (Bhandari et al., 2022; Cameron et al., 2014). Effectiveness is 
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achieved through the development and high commitment of human resources (Cameron et al., 2014). 

Therefore, companies with a high team-centric culture encourage flexibility in organisational structures 

to foster teamwork and efficient human resource development (Phung & Nguyen, 2025). Team-centric 

culture has an impact on reducing company innovation (Chen et al., 2025) and the calibre of financial 

statements (Bhandari et al., 2022). 

Variations can significantly influence the link between a team-centric culture and the calibre of 

sustainability reports in stakeholder demand. One important factor influencing a company's readiness to 

disclose on sustainability challenges is stakeholder pressure (Adetutu et al., 2024; Alessa et al., 2024; 

Bedi & Singh, 2024; Nguyen, 2020; Wicaksono & Setiawan, 2024). In line with stakeholder theory, 

companies must consider stakeholder needs in decision-making (Al-Shaer & Hussainey, 2022). Through 

high-quality sustainability reports, companies can provide information on how sustainability issues of 

concern to each stakeholder have been addressed (Osobajo et al., 2022). Failure to meet stakeholder 

needs has the potential to threaten the company's survival (Borah et al., 2022). High stakeholder pressure 

encourages companies to produce high-quality sustainability reports, thereby enabling them to intervene 

against companies that pay less attention to reporting quality. This study examines how a collaborative 

culture affects the quality of sustainability reporting and how stakeholder pressure shapes this 

relationship. The following are the study's research questions (RQ):  

RQ: (1) Does a team-centric culture negatively influence sustainability report quality? (2) Does 

stakeholder pressure weaken the negative relationship between team-centric culture and sustainability 

report quality? 

Several novelties differentiate this study from previous studies. First, up to now, studies on 

sustainability reports have concentrated on the variety of data revealed  (Injeni et al., 2022; Jayarathna 

et al., 2022), compliance with international standards (Boiral et al., 2019; García-Sánchez et al., 2019; 

Jian et al., 2017), and its impact on company performance (Fitriana & Wardhani, 2020; Oware & Worae, 

2023). There are currently few studies on the relationship between reporting quality and culture 

(Bhandari et al., 2022), particularly regarding the quality of sustainability reports (Atika & Simamora, 

2024). Whether a collaborative culture impacts sustainability report quality, particularly in energy 

companies, and whether stakeholder pressure can interfere with this relationship remains unclear. 

Second, stakeholder, agency, and legitimacy theories provide the foundation of most research on 

sustainability reporting. (Paridhi & Arora, 2023; Sebastião et al., 2024). This study, however, is based 

on institutional theory and stakeholder theory. Third, prior research has examined how culture affects 

corporate reporting (Atika & Simamora, 2024; Bhandari et al., 2022). However, none of these studies 

have considered the moderating role of stakeholder pressure. Stakeholder pressure can influence 

management decisions (Yunus et al., 2020), which, in turn, can impact company performance. Fourth, 

sustainability reporting research is predominantly focused on developed countries (Bakri et al., 2024; 

Paridhi & Arora, 2023; Permatasari & Narsa, 2022), while China dominates research in developing 

countries in the Asia Pacific region (Paridhi & Arora, 2023; Tian & Tian, 2021). This gap provides an 

opportunity for this study to make Indonesia the study object. 

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

Institutional Theory 

According to institutional theory, a company's institutional environment—which might include norms, 

values, regulations, rituals, or outside pressures—serves as an authoritative benchmark for business 

conduct (Sulemana et al., 2025). Additionally, this theory shows how businesses operating in the same 

institutional structure are compelled to make very similar choices and prove their validity in the context 

of the business (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). According to institutional theory, businesses provide 

information in response to institutional demands and expectations (Dagilienė & Nedzinskienė, 2018). 

This theory uses two dimensions, called isomorphism and decoupling, to show why businesses disclose 

information. 

Isomorphism describes how businesses adopt institutional practices, such as sustainability 

policies, in response to different kinds of constraints. DiMaggio & Powell (1983) describe three types 

of isomorphism: normative (professionalism), mimetic (typical reactions to uncertainty), and coercive 
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(political influence and legitimacy). Coercive pressures include official and informal requests from 

other organisations, as well as the social standards of the community in which the firm operates. 

Businesses participate in mimetic processes, which involve copying the procedures of other comparable 

businesses that are perceived as more reputable or successful, when they encounter substantial and 

troublesome ambiguity. Meanwhile, normative pressures encourage companies to act to maintain 

professionalism, both in terms of formal education and the legitimacy of cognitive abilities. 

In the sustainability reporting, coercive isomorphism occurs when companies are under 

stakeholder pressure to align their sustainability reporting practices with those of other companies in 

the same industry (Sulemana et al., 2025). In response to POJK Regulation No. 51/POJK.03/2017, 

which mandates that businesses include sustainability problems in their sustainability reports, firms 

may also use this type of forced isomorphism (OJK, 2017). On the other hand, mimetic isomorphism 

occurs when companies imitate other companies' sustainability reports due to ambiguity and a lack of 

clarity about the most successful sustainability reporting practices. This mimetic isomorphism can be 

encouraged by the increasing trend of sustainability reporting. The mimetic process involves imitating 

the sustainability reporting practices of companies that have successfully incorporated sustainability 

issues into their reports. Meanwhile, normative isomorphism is carried out due to the expectation of 

pressure from business groups, non-governmental organisations, industry associations, professional 

societies, and the media that push businesses to voluntarily publish sustainability reports to fulfil 

stakeholder expectations, adhere to industry standards, and enhance the company's reputation as an 

ethical and responsible business. 

 

Stakeholder Theory 

Freeman (1984) declared that businesses are accountable to all persons impacted by their choices and 

actions, not just shareholders. Furthermore, Freeman et al. (2018) illustrate how a company's 

stakeholder interactions are formed and handled in large part due to corporate culture norms. To achieve 

sustained social legitimacy and trust, businesses with an ethical and inclusive culture may match 

sustainable plans with the aspirations and expectations of stakeholders, including consumers, workers, 

communities, and regulatory agencies (Maestre & Samper, 2025). 

In terms of sustainability reporting, a sustainability report is a communication tool companies 

use to inform stakeholders about how their activities impact the environment, society, and the economy. 

Increasing stakeholder pressure further motivates companies to produce high-quality sustainability 

reports by providing more comprehensive, relevant, credible, and transparent information. This can be 

done to maintain the company's reputation and legitimacy. 

 

Corporate Culture 

An organisation's or company's values, beliefs, presumptions, and procedures are referred to as its 

culture. An organisation's common conventions and ideas make up its culture (Park et al., 2021). An 

organisation's values, norms, beliefs, and conventions that shape group behaviour and directly impact 

strategic decision-making are referred to as its culture (Maestre & Samper, 2025). Culture is the beliefs 

and behaviors that contribute to the specific psychological and social environment of an organisation 

(Shwairef et al., 2021). Therefore, culture influences how individuals within a company act. In addition 

to identifying the company's stakeholders, corporate culture also guides how to build connections with 

them. Corporate culture is considered good if it benefits the company, including improving 

performance. 

Corporate culture can be grouped into several types. Clan culture (quadrant 1), adhocracy culture 

(quadrant 2), hierarchical culture (quadrant 3), and market culture (quadrant 4) are the four categories 

into which the Competing Values Framework (CVF) divides culture (Cameron et al., 2014; Cameron 

& Quinn, 2006). Clan culture (also called team-centric culture) focuses on the internal company by 

emphasising strong participation and teamwork. Individual happiness is frequently given precedence 

over organisational effectiveness in this culture. In contrast, adhocracy culture focuses on the external 

company by prioritising creativity, innovation, and adaptation. Clan and adhocracy cultures have in 

common that companies tend to exhibit high levels of flexibility. Conversely, a hierarchical culture 

prioritises internal firm stability through a system of rules or laws, giving it the least amount of freedom. 
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Companies with this type of culture have structured internal processes through an existing bureaucratic 

system. Meanwhile, market culture is low in flexibility and focuses on external factors, prioritising 

achievement (results-centric) and competitiveness. 

 

Collaboration-Oriented Culture towards Sustainability Report Quality 

The development and improvement of personnel capability and internal business stability with an 

elevated level of adjustability are the main goals of a team-centric culture. By placing a strong emphasis 

on open communication, trust, and shared responsibility, this culture promotes employee engagement 

and dedication (Mohamed et al., 2025). A team-centric culture fosters a climate of participation and 

teamwork (Hann et al., 2007). A highly collaborative culture can reduce counterproductive employee 

work behaviours (Hung et al., 2022). Implementing a collaborative culture can improve knowledge 

management processes (acquisition, dissemination, storage, and application) (Aichouche et al., 2022). 

Mohamed et al. (2025) found that a collaborative culture negatively affects employees' green behaviour. 

Previous literature indicates that this employee-centric culture negatively impacts reporting quality 

(Bhandari et al., 2022), including voluntary disclosure (ElKelish & Hassan, 2014; Mohammed & Flaih, 

2024). Furthermore, companies with a strong team-centric culture tend to struggle to take sustainability 

initiatives because they prioritise internal stability (Globocnik et al., 2020; Matinaro & Liu, 2017). 

Research by Atika et al. (2025) and Atika & Simamora (2024) demonstrates that the quality of 

sustainability reports for businesses in the Sri-Kehati index is adversely affected by a team-centric 

culture. The higher a company's focus on employees and internal stability, the less attention is paid to 

the quality of its published reporting, particularly sustainability reports, especially when there are no 

regulations requiring high-quality sustainability reports. 

H1: Team-centric culture has a negative effect on sustainability report quality  

 

Stakeholder Pressure on the Relationship of Team-centric Culture and Sustainability Report 

Quality 

According to stakeholder theory, businesses have obligations to other stakeholders in addition to 

shareholders (Freeman et al., 2004). Stakeholder pressure is the pressure companies face from 

stakeholders. Stakeholder pressure can influence management decisions (Yunus et al., 2020), which, in 

turn, can impact company performance. Stakeholder pressure can be a significant determinant of a 

company's willingness to report on sustainability problems (Adetutu et al., 2024; Alessa et al., 2024; 

Bedi & Singh, 2024; Nguyen, 2020; Wicaksono & Setiawan, 2024). In line with stakeholder theory, 

companies must consider stakeholder needs in decision-making (Al-Shaer & Hussainey, 2022). 

Through high-quality sustainability reports, companies can provide information on how sustainability 

issues of concern to each stakeholder have been addressed (Osobajo et al., 2022). Failure to meet 

stakeholder needs can potentially threaten a company's survival (Borah et al., 2022). High stakeholder 

pressure can encourage companies that pay less attention to reporting quality (including companies with 

a team-centric culture) to become more motivated to produce high-quality sustainability reports. 

H2: Stakeholder pressure weakens the negative effect of team-centric culture on sustainability report 

quality 

 

This investigation attempts to investigate how a team-centric culture affects sustainability reporting and 

how stakeholder pressure affects these relationships. The research model shown in Figure 1 provides 

an illustration of the research framework.  

Additionally, this study includes several control variables that may affect companies' 

sustainability report quality. These variables consist of company size, age, and profitability. Company 

size indicates how large the company is. Larger companies receive greater attention and scrutiny, 

requiring companies to legitimise their actions through broader disclosure (Pinheiro et al., 2023). 

Meanwhile, the company age shows how long a business has been in operation. Companies with longer 

operations tend to have better knowledge and communication skills, thus often have a strong 

commitment to sharing sustainability information through their reporting channels. Furthermore, 

profitability unveils the ability of companies to generate profits. Companies with higher profitability 

have a better ability and willingness to disclose their non-financial information regarding their 

sustainability performance.  
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Figure 1. Research Framework 

    
 

RESEARCH METHOD 

 

Using a causal technique, this quantitative study investigates how a team-centric culture affects 

sustainability reporting and how stakeholder pressure affects these connections. Indonesian businesses 

make up the study's population. Because it is a developing nation and pays close attention to 

sustainability reporting concerns, Indonesia was selected. This high level of attention is marked by the 

establishment of the Task Force on Comprehensive Corporate Reporting (TF CCR) in December 2020, 

and the Sustainability Standards Monitoring Board (DPSK) and the Sustainability Standards Board 

(DSK) in October 2023 (IAI, 2021, 2023). To date, IAI is in the process of preparing the sustainability 

reporting infrastructure by developing Sustainability Disclosure Standards that refer to international 

standards (IAI, 2024). This reality demonstrates the urgency of sustainability reporting in Indonesia. 

Companies in the energy industry that are listed on the Indonesian Stock Exchange make up this 

study sample.  Five industries—oil and gas, coal, oil and gas and coal supports, alternative energy 

equipment, and alternative fuels—as well as eight sub-industries make up the energy sector (IDX, 2024). 

By 2025, there were 90 companies within the energy sector. Since the energy industry is one of the 

primary contributors to environmental harm, it was selected as the research sample (Fajri, 2024). The 

research timeframe for this study is 2020–2024, and it makes use of secondary data from financial, 

annual, and sustainability reports. This time frame was selected because non-financial public 

corporations were required to produce sustainability reports starting in 2020 (Nugrahani et al., 2023; 

OJK, 2017).  

This study employed a purposive sampling method and acquired 280 observations (firm-years) 

of energy industry companies. Table 1 details the sample procedure used. 

 

Table 1. Sample Selection Process 

Criteria 
Sample Size 

Met Not Met 

Energy companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange between 2020 and 

2024 

64  

Companies whose fiscal year ends on December 31 62 2 

Companies with complete data related to the research variables 56 6 

Research period (2020-2024) 5  

Total samples 280  

Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 
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The dependent variable in this study is the quality of sustainability reports. A sustainability reports 

elaborate the organisation's performance in terms of social, economic, and environmental (Simoni et al., 

2020). Sustainability report quality is obtained using a scoring system (score 0 to 4) under the following 

criteria (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2016; Erin et al., 2022). 

 

Table 2. Sustainability Report Quality Measurement 
Score Criteria 

0 The corporation doesn't publish sustainability reports. 

1 The corporation publishes a sustainability report. 

2 The corporation publishes a sustainability report, and the board of commissioners also includes a 

sustainability committee. 

3 The corporation publishes a sustainability report, which is validated to guarantee its accuracy by an 

outside non-auditing party. 

4 The corporation publishes a sustainability report, and the report is verified by an external audit 

assurance service to ensure the integrity of the report. 
Source: Al-Shaer & Zaman (2016); Erin et al. (2022) 

 

The study's independent variable is team-centric culture. Team-centric culture uses kinship ties 

and clan rules as moral norms and embraces collectivist values (Chen et al., 2025). Companies with a 

team-centric culture focus on internal stability with emphasis on collaboration or teamwork, and high 

commitment to human resources (Bhandari et al., 2022; Cameron et al., 2014; Fiordelisi & Ricci, 2014; 

Wei & Peng, 2025). Companies with a team-centric culture always strive to maintain their human 

resources and continue to improve employee capabilities through various programs. Therefore, the ratio 

of total employee compensation to total operational expenditures was used in this study to quantify the 

team-centric culture (Atika & Simamora, 2024; ElKelish & Hassan, 2014; Shwairef et al., 2021).  

In this study, stakeholder pressure serves as a moderating factor. Stakeholder pressure refers to 

the coercion or pressure that stakeholders put on a firm to act or not act in a specific way (Appiah-Kubi, 

2024). In this study, stakeholder pressure is measured by the proportion of institutional ownership (the 

ratio of the number of outstanding shares to the number of shares owned by institutions) (Allini et al., 

2024). 

This study includes several control variables to avoid model specification errors and reduce the 

potential for bias in the findings. The company's size, age, and profitability are some of these control 

factors. Larger businesses should, in theory, reveal more information with higher-quality reporting 

(Chairina & Tjahjadi, 2023). Company size is measured by the natural logarithm of total assets (Atika 

& Simamora, 2024; Chairina & Tjahjadi, 2023; Pinheiro et al., 2023; Sumarta et al., 2023; Wicaksono 

& Setiawan, 2024). Company age is a measure of how long a business has been in operation. 

Additionally, listing age indicates how long a firm has been trading its shares on the stock exchange. 

Long-standing businesses on the stock exchange are considered knowledgeable and skilled 

communicators, and they often have a strong commitment to sharing sustainability data. The number of 

years since the firm placed its shares on the stock exchange was used in this study to determine the 

company's age (Blay et al., 2025; Indriyani & Yuliandhari, 2020). Strongly profitable businesses can 

reveal more details. The ratio of net income to total assets is used to calculate profitability (Bedi & 

Singh, 2024; Pinheiro et al., 2023; Wicaksono & Setiawan, 2024). Furthermore, profitability is also 

measured by the ratio of net income to equity (Hutagalung & Marusaha, 2024; Sulaiman et al., 2025) 

and by using the ratio of net income to sales (profit margin) (Apriyani & Widoretno, 2024). 

Archival data collection was the method used in this investigation. The secondary data required 

for the investigation was gathered using this method. The company's official website and www.idx.co.id 

were used to access the data sources. Regression and moderated regression analysis were used in this 

study's data analysis. The constructed regression model looks like below. 

 

SRQLi,t = a + b1COLLi,t + b2SIZEi,t + b3AGEi,t + b4ROAi,t + b5ROEi,t + b6PM + ei,t (1) 

SRQLi,t = a + b1COLLi,t + b2STPRi,t + b3COLL ∗ STPRi,t + b4SIZEi,t + b5AGEi,t

+ b6ROAi,t + b7ROEi,t + b8PM + ei,t 

(2) 
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Notes: 

SRQLi,t = Sustainability report quality 

COLLi,t = Team-centric culture 

STPRi,t = Stakeholder pressure  

COLLi,t ∗ STPRi,t= Interaction between team-centric culture and stakeholder pressure 

SIZEi,t = Firm size 

AGEi,t = Firm age 

ROAi,t = Return on Assets 

ROEi,t = Return on Equity 

PMi,t = Profit Margin 

a = Constant 

b1 − b8= Regression coefficient 

ei,t = Error  

 

Data analysis included descriptive statistics, model selection tests, classical assumption tests, and 

t-tests using STATA software. The average value, minimum value, maximum value, and standard 

deviation were among the descriptive statistics utilised to characterise the state of the study data. To 

choose the optimal regression model based on the features of the available study data, model selection 

tests were carried out. The Chow test, the Hausman test, and the Lagrange multiplier test (LM test) were 

among the model selection tests. The best model between fixed effects (FE) and pooled least regression 

(PLS) was chosen using the Chow test. The best model between random effects (RE) and pooled least 

regression (PLS) was chosen using the LM test. In the meantime, the best model between FE and RE 

was chosen using the Hausman test.  

To make sure the regression model satisfied the best linear unbiased estimate (BLUE) 

requirements, the traditional assumption test was employed. Autocorrelation, multicollinearity, and 

heteroscedasticity were among the traditional assumption tests. A normality test was not performed 

because this study employed a panel data model. A t-test is used for hypothesis testing. If the regression 

coefficient is in the same direction as the hypothesis and the significance value is less than α 0.05, the 

hypothesis is supported. On the other hand, if the significance value is less than α 0.05 yet the regression 

coefficient does not support the hypothesis, or if the significance value is more than α 0.05, the 

hypothesis is not supported. 

A robustness test was used in this study to evaluate how reliable the research findings were. The 

robustness test involved examining alternative measures of stakeholder pressure. Several measures of 

stakeholder pressure include creditor pressure and employee pressure. Creditor pressure reflects the 

pressure a company experiences from creditors (lenders) regarding sustainability reporting 

(Wahyuningrum et al., 2023). Creditor pressure is assessed by the proportion of debt to total equity 

(Bedi & Singh, 2024; Chithambo et al., 2020; Ruhiyat et al., 2022; Sawitri & Ardhiani, 2023). Employee 

pressure, on the other hand, reflects pressure from company employees for better sustainability reporting 

practices (Bedi & Singh, 2024; Rudyanto & Siregar, 2018). In this study, employee pressure is 

quantified by the number of company employees (Rudyanto & Siregar, 2018; Shen et al., 2020; Vitolla 

et al., 2019).  

 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

Results 

The study's descriptive statistics include standard deviations, average values, minimum values, and 

maximum values. The results of the descriptive statistics for the 280 research samples are shown in 

Table 3. 

Table 3 shows that the sustainability report quality (SRQL) has a minimum of 0, a maximum of 

2, an average of 0.967, and a standard deviation of 0.600There are businesses in the energy industry that 

do not release sustainability reports, as indicated by a minimum value of 0. Furthermore, a maximum 
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score of 2 indicates that enterprises in the energy sector have a sustainability committee under the board 

of commissioners and publish sustainability reports. Table 4 provides additional specific demographics 

for the sustainability report's quality level. 

 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 

SRQL 0.000 2.000 0.967 0.600 

COLL 0.038 0.830 0.403 0.185 

STPR 0.100 0.981 0.624 0.225 

SIZE 17.983 32.757 28.990 2.190 

AGE 1.000 35.000 14.696 8.329 

ROA -1.122 0.616 0.050 0.158 

ROE -4.764 6.144 0.068 0.667 

PM -29.178 154.111 1.070 12.271 

Notes: SRQL = Sustainability Report Quality; COLL = Team-centric Culture; STPR = Stakeholder 

Pressure; SIZE = Firm Size; AGE = Firm Age; ROA = Return on Assets; ROE = Return on Equity; 

PM = Profit Margin 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

 

Table 4. Sustainability Report Quality Over the Years 
Year Sustainability Report Quality Total 

0 1 2 

2020 34 20 2 56 

2021 9 40 7 56 

2022 6 42 8 56 

2023 3 42 11 56 

2024 3 35 18 56 

Total 55 179 46 280 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

Table 4 shows that there are 55 observations (19.64%) where companies did not publish 

sustainability reports during the period 2020 to 2024, with details of 34 companies in 2020, 9 companies 

in 2021, 6 companies in 2022, and 3 companies in 2023 and 2024. Additionally, the number of 

companies in the energy industry that released sustainability reports varied between 2020 and 2024, 

with details of 20 companies in 2020, 40 companies in 2021, 42 companies in 2022 and 2023, and 

decreased to 35 companies in 2024. In the meantime, the number of companies in the energy industry 

that publish sustainability reports and have a sustainability committee in their company bodies kept 

rising, starting from 2 companies in 2020, 7 companies in 2021, 8 companies in 2022, 11 companies in 

2023, and 11 companies in 2024. in 2023, and 18 companies in 2024.  

The demographic trends in sustainability report quality illustrate that energy sector companies 

have begun to pay attention to sustainability reports, although it is still in the early stages. These trends 

indicate that companies in the energy sector mostly only publish a sustainability report and do not have 

a sustainability committee in their corporate structure. None of them has external parties that assess the 

quality of their sustainability reports. These findings are contrary to Atika et al. (2025), which found 

that most of the companies listed in the Sri Kehati Index have verified their sustainability reports by 

outside parties.   

The lowest value for team-centric culture (COLL) is 0.038, while the greatest value is 0.830. 

According to this figure, some businesses pay their employees 3.8% of their whole operating costs (Alfa 

Energi Investama Tbk. in 2020). Meanwhile, the highest value reflects that there are companies with 

employee compensation reaching 83% of the company's total operating expenses (Wintermar Offshore 

Marine Tbk. in 2020). Conversely, the average value of a team-centric culture is 0.403, with a standard 

deviation of 0.185. This shows that the average sample company's employee compensation ratio to total 

operating expenditures is 40.3%. These statistical data indicate that when compared to the company's 
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operational costs, company expenditure on human resource management in the energy industry has a 

high variation, ranging from very low to high, but on average at a moderate level.  

Stakeholder pressure (STPR) has an average of 0.622, a standard deviation of 0.277, the lowest 

value of 0.100, and the maximum value of 0.981. The lowest figure shows that at least 10% of all 

outstanding shares in energy sector corporations are owned by institutions (Bayan Resources Tbk.). 

Furthermore, the highest value indicates that there are companies with institutional share ownership of 

98.1% of the total outstanding shares (Golden Eagle Energy Tbk. in 2022-2023). Meanwhile, the 

average institutional share ownership in energy sector companies reaches 62.2% of total outstanding 

shares. The average values indicate that companies in the energy industry have a dominant institutional 

shareholder in the company's shareholder structure. 

Company size (SIZE) has a minimum value of 17.983 with total assets of Rp64,597,186 in 2021, 

which is owned by Perdana Karya Perkasa Tbk. However, Alamtri Resources Indonesia Tbk achieved 

the highest SIZE value of 32.757, with total assets of Rp168,473,546,875,000 in 2022. In the meantime, 

the standard deviation is 2.190, and the average firm size is 28.990 (average total assets of 

Rp16,223,429,221,883.5). 

The minimum and maximum values for company age (AGE) are 1 and 35, respectively. This 

shows that some of the firms in the research sample, such as Dana Brata Luhur Tbk, had just been listed 

on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for a year, which made their first listing in 2019. Meanwhile, 

companies with a listing period of up to 35 years are Petrosea Tbk. and Capitalinc Investment Tbk., 

which listed their shares on the IDX in 1990. On the other hand, the average age of companies in the 

energy sector reached 14,696 with a standard deviation of 8,329. 

Companies in the energy industry have a return on assets (ROA) that ranges from -1.122 to 0.616, 

with an average of 0.050 and a standard deviation of 0.158. The lowest number shows that Ratu Prabu 

Energi Tbk. had a net loss to total assets ratio of -112.2% in 2020. Meanwhile, the maximum value 

indicates that a company was able to generate a net profit of 61.6% of its total assets, namely Golden 

Energy Mines Tbk., in 2022. However, energy sector businesses' return on equity (ROE) ranges from -

4.764 to 6.144, with an average of 0.068 and a standard deviation of 0.667. The minimum number shows 

that one firm, SMR Utama Tbk, had a net loss rate of 476.4% of its equity in 2024 during the 2020–

2024 period. On the other hand, the maximum value indicates that the company was able to generate a 

net profit of up to 614.4% of the company's equity, namely the company Ratu Prabu Energi Tbk. in 

2020. Furthermore, the profit margin (PM) of businesses in the energy industry ranges from -29.178 to 

154.111, with an average of 1.070 and a standard deviation of 12.271. The minimum value of the profit 

margin indicates that there is an energy sector company with a net loss reaching 29.178 times the total 

sales generated, namely the company Ratu Prabu Energi Tbk. in 2020. On the other hand, the maximum 

value indicates that there is an energy sector company with sales capable of generating a net profit of up 

to 154.111 times, namely the company Sumber Energi Andalan Tbk. in 2022. 

Balanced panel data were used in this investigation. In order to choose the optimal regression 

model based on the features of the data, a regression model selection was carried out. Table 5 displays 

the regression model testing results. 

 

Table 5. Model Selection 
Type of Test Model 1 Model 2 

Prob Selected Model Prob Selected Model 

LM test (PLS or RE) 0.000*** RE 0.000*** RE 

Chow test (PLS or FE) 0.000*** FE 0.000*** FE 

Hausman test (FE or RE) 0.000*** FE 0.000*** FE 

Conclusion The FE model is the best The FE model is the best 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

As seen from Table 5, the LM test results for Models 1 and 2 show a probability value of 0.000 

(<0.05), suggesting that the random effect model is a better choice than the pooled linear regression 

model. Additionally, the fixed effect model is more suitable than the pooled linear regression model, 

according to the Chow test findings on both models, which indicate a probability value of 0.000 (<0.05). 
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In the meantime, because the probability value obtained is 0.000 (<0.05), the Hausman test findings 

show that the fixed effect model is the best estimation model when compared to the random effect model.  

This study tested the classical assumptions of the fixed effects model for Models 1 and 2 to ensure 

that the regression models used met the best linear unbiased estimate (BLUE) criteria. The classical 

assumption tests included tests for multicollinearity, autocorrelation, and heteroscedasticity. This study's 

multicollinearity test was performed using the VIF and 1/VIF values. Table 6 displays the 

multicollinearity test results for Models 1 and 2. 

 

Table 6. Multicollinearity Test 
 Model 1 Model 2 

 VIF 1/VIF VIF 1/VIF 

COLL 5.800 0.172 5.480 0.182 

STPR   4.430 0.225 

COLL*STPR   1.400 0.714 

SIZE 9.030 0.110 1.220 0.822 

AGE 4.580 0.218 4.550 0.219 

ROA 1.230 0.814 1.370 0.727 

ROE 1.110 0.903 1.120 0.896 

PM 1.090 0.919 1.100 0.911 

Notes: COLL = Team-centric Culture; STPR = Stakeholder Pressure; COLL*STPR = 

Interaction between Team-centric Culture and Stakeholder Pressure; SIZE = Firm Size; 

AGE = Firm Age; ROA = Return on Assets; ROE = Return on Equity; PM = Profit Margin 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

Table 6 shows that all of the variables in Models 1 and 2 have 1/VIF >0.1 and VIF values <10.  

Thus, it can be said that the generated regression model does not violate the multicollinearity 

assumption. Additionally, the modified Wald test for groupwise heteroscedasticity was used in this 

study's heteroscedasticity test. Table 7 displays the test results. 

 

Table 7. Heteroscedasticity Test 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Chi2 50.740 55.280 

Prob > chi2 0.673 0.502 

Conclusion There is no heteroscedasticity There is no heteroscedasticity 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

It is evident from Table 7 that Model 1 has a prob value > chi2 of 0.673 > 0.05. Additionally, 

Model 2 produced a prob value > chi2 of 0.502 > 0.05. Both findings show that none of the regression 

models used violates the heteroscedasticity condition. Conversely, the Wooldridge test for 

autocorrelation in panel data was used in this work to assess the potential for autocorrelation issues. 

Table 8 displays the test's outcome.  

 

Table 8. Autocorrelation Test 
 Model 1 Model 2 

F (1, 55) 53.392 49.454 

Prob > F                0.000*** 0.000*** 

Conclusion Autocorrelation occurs Autocorrelation occurs 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

Based on Table 8, Model 1 and Model 2 have a probability value > F of 0.000 (<0.05), 

respectively. These results indicate that there are symptoms of autocorrelation in Model 1 and Model 2. 

As a result, a fixed-effect robust standard error estimation model is used for hypothesis testing in Models 

1 and 2. Table 9 displays the test results. 
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Table 9. Hypothesis Testing  
Variable  Model 1   Model 2  

 Coeff. t-Stat Sig. Coeff. t-Stat. Sig. 

COLL 0.143 0.640 0.523 0.680 1.420 0.160 

STPR    0.516 1.210 0.233 

COLL*STPR    -0.996 -1.170 0.247 

SIZE 0.054 1.730 0.090* 0.045 1.460 0.150 

AGE 0.176 11.440 0.000*** 0.173 11.060 0.000*** 

ROA 0.392 1.720 0.091* 0.406 1.770 0.083* 

ROE 0.017 0.500 0.617 0.024 0.700 0.487 

PM -0.000 -0.260 0.795 -0.000 -0.730 0.470 

Constant -3.295 -3.420 0.001*** -2.201 -5.260 0.000*** 

N  280   280  

Firm  56   56  

F-Statistic (Sig.) 38.660 (0.000***) 30.770 (0.000***) 

R2 Overall 0.144 0.1432 

***,**,* Significant at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10, respectively 

Notes: COLL = Collaboration-Oriented Culture; STPR = Stakeholder Pressure; COLL*STPR 
= Interaction between Collaboration-Oriented Culture and Stakeholder Pressure; SIZE = Firm Size; AGE 

= Firm Age; ROA = Return on Assets; ROE = Return on Equity; PM = Profit Margin 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

Table 9 shows that, with t and regression coefficients of 0.640 and 0.143, respectively, team-

centric culture (COLL) in Model 1 has a sig. value of 0.523 > 0.05. These results imply that the quality 

of sustainability reports generated by companies in the energy sector is unaffected by a team-centric 

culture. As a result, the first hypothesis (H1) that claims a team-centric culture lowers the calibre of 

sustainability reports is unsupported. The interaction of team-centric culture with stakeholder pressure 

(COLL*STPR) in Model 2 has a sig. value of 0.247 > 0.05 with a regression coefficient of -0.996 and a 

t-value of -1.170. Therefore, it can be said that the link between team-centric culture and the calibre of 

sustainability reports is unaffected by stakeholder pressure, including pressure from institutional 

shareholders. Consequently, this study's hypothesis that stakeholder pressure lessens the negative 

impacts of team-centric culture on the quality of sustainability reports is unsupported (H2 is not 

supported). 

The findings related to the control variable of company size (SIZE) show different results in 

Model 1 and Model 2. In Model 1, company size has a sig. value of 0.090 < 0.10 with a t-value and 

regression coefficient of 1.730 and 0.054, respectively. These findings suggest that the quality of 

sustainability reports is positively (marginally) impacted by the size of the organisation. In contrast, 

Model 2 has a regression coefficient of 0.045, a t-value of 1.460, and a sig. value of 0.150 for firm size. 

These results show that firm size no longer significantly affects the quality of sustainability reports after 

stakeholder pressure factors are taken into consideration. 

In contrast to the findings on company size, consistency was found in the research results related 

to the company age variable in Models 1 and 2. Company age was found to have a regression coefficient 

value of 0.176, a t-value of 11.440, and a significance value of 0.000 < 0.05 in Model 1. Similar to this, 

Model 2 revealed that firm age had a regression coefficient of 0.173, a t-value of 11.06, and a sig. value 

of 0.000 < 0.05. The findings of Models 1 and 2 demonstrate that the organisation's age has a beneficial 

effect on the quality of sustainability reports.   This implies that companies with longer listings on the 

Indonesia Stock Exchange tend to have better sustainability reports. 

Return on assets, return on equity, and profit margin indicators are used to determine the 

profitability level in this study. Table 9 indicates that the quality of sustainability reports is consistently 

impacted by the return on assets (ROA) in Models 1 and 2. In Model 1, a sig. value of 0.091 < 0.1, a t-

value of 1.720 with a regression coefficient of 0.392 was obtained. In contrast, Model 2 demonstrates 

that ROA has a regression coefficient of 0.406, a t-value of 1.770, and a significance value of 0.083 < 

0.1. These findings demonstrate that return on assets has a favorable (marginal) influence on the quality 
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of sustainability reports. According to this result, a firm is more motivated to enhance the quality of its 

sustainability report if it generates a larger net profit from its assets. However, the profit margin (PM) 

and return on equity (ROE) produce consistent results. In Model 1, ROE has a sig. 0.617 with a t-value 

and regression coefficient of 0.500 and 0.017. Furthermore, Model 2 shows that ROE has a sig. 0.487 

with a t-value and regression coefficient of 0.700 and 0.024. On the other hand, Model 1 shows that PM 

has a sig. 0.795, a t-value of -0.260 with a regression coefficient of -0.000. Not much different, Model 

2 shows that PM has a sig. 0.470 with a t-value and regression coefficient of -0.730 and -0.000. Both 

ROE and PM results show that the quality of sustainability reports from energy sector firms is not 

significantly impacted by the amount of ROE or PM. 

To measure the robustness of the study results, this study conducted several robustness tests. First, 

it tested alternative measures of stakeholder pressure. Several measures of stakeholder pressure include 

creditor pressure and employee pressure. While creditor pressure is a threat a company faces from 

creditors (lenders), employee pressure is the pressure that employees put on the quality of sustainability 

reporting. Table 10 shows the results of the robustness tests for these options. 

 

Table 10. Robustness Test – Alternative Measurement of Stakeholder Pressure 
Variables (1) Moderation = CRE (2) Moderation = EMP 

Coeff. t-Stat. Sig. Coeff. t-Stat. Sig. 

COLL 0.125 0.560 0.576 0.155 0.610 0.544 

CRE -0.009 -0.620 0.535    

COLL*CRE -0.009 -0.470 0.641    

EMP    0.000 0.270 0.785 

COLL*EMP    -0.000 -0.110 0.911 

SIZE 0.054 1.760 0.083* 0.053 1.800 0.077* 

AGE 0.180 11.770 0.000*** 0.176 11.760 0.000*** 

ROA 0.348 1.520 0.134 0.392 1.700 0.094* 

ROE -0.022 -0.500 0.622 0.018 0.510 0.614 

PM -0.000 -0.370 0.711 -0.000 -0.240 0.808 

Constant -1.758 -7.440 0.000*** -1.725 -6.980 0.000*** 

N 280 280 

Firm 56 56 

F-Statistic (Sig.) 25.61 (0.000***) 29.89 (0.000***) 

R2 Overall 0.1427 0.1458 

***,**,* Significant at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10, respectively 

Notes: COLL = Team-centric Culture; CRE = Creditor Pressure; COLL*CRE = Interaction between 

Team-centric Culture and Creditor Pressure; EMP = Employee Pressure; COLL*EMP = Interaction 

between Team-centric Culture dan Employee Pressure; SIZE = Firm Size; AGE = Firm Age; ROA = 

Return on Assets; ROE = Return on Equity; PM = Profit Margin 
Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

Table 10 shows that the interaction between team-centric culture and creditor pressure in panel 

(1) obtained a sig. 0.641 with a t-value of -0.470 and a regression coefficient of -0.009. In contrast, 

panel (2)'s interaction between employee pressure and team-centric culture yielded a regression 

coefficient of -0.000, a t-value of -0.110, and a sig. 0.911. These two findings align with the primary 

test results shown in Table 9, which demonstrate that stakeholder pressure—including that of 

institutional shareholders, creditors, and employees—has not been effective in motivating businesses 

to produce higher-quality sustainability reports. Second, in addition to using alternative measures of 

stakeholder pressure, this study presents results from several test models, including ordinary least 

squares (OLS), random effects (RE), and fixed effects, to assess the consistency of research results 

across estimation methods. Table 11 displays the estimated model comparison findings. 

Based on Table 11, the comparison of several estimation models consistently shows no negative 

effect of team-centric culture on the quality of sustainability reports. On the other hand, variables that 

consistently influence the quality of sustainability reports are company age (positive) and return on 

assets (ROA) (positive), as well as company size (marginally positive in several models). Furthermore, 

the comparison of estimation models for the moderating effect of stakeholder pressure is presented in 

Table 12. 
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Table 11. Comparison Results of Main Effect Estimation Models 
Variable (1) 

FE (Ro) 

(2) 

OLS 

(3) 

RE 

(4) 

FE 

Coeff. t-Stat Sig. Coeff. t-Stat. Sig. Coeff. t-Stat. Sig. Coeff. t-Stat. Sig. 

COLL 0.143 0.640 0.523 0.552 3.190 0.002*** 0.183 0.850     0.397 0.143 0.620  0.538 
SIZE 0.054 1.730 0.090* 0.070 4.440 0.000*** 0.063 2.450    0.014** 0.054 1.160  0.249 

AGE 0.176 11.440 0.000*** 0.021 5.290 0.000*** 0.040 6.000    

0.000*** 

0.176 11.590  0.000*** 

ROA 0.392 1.720 0.091* 0.583 2.700 0.007*** 0.745 3.420    

0.001*** 

0.392 1.850  0.065* 

ROE 0.017 0.500 0.617 -0.007 -0.140 0.887 -0.016 -0.380    0.707 0.017 0.450  0.650 
PM -0.000 -0.260 0.795 -0.004 -1.780 0.076* -0.004 -1.520    0.128 -0.000 -0.060  0.951 

Constant -3.295 -3.420 0.001*** -1.625 -3.590 0.000*** -1.572 -2.110    0.035** -3.295 -2.420  0.016** 

N 280 280 280 280 
Firm 56 56 56 56 

F-Stat 

(Sig.) 

38.66 (0.000***) 15.61 (0.000***) 72.21 (0.000***) 28.59 (0.000***) 

R2 Overall 0.144 0.239 0.223 0.144 

Notes:  

***,**,* Significant at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10, respectively 

FE(Ro) = Fixed effect estimation model robust standard error; OLS = Ordinary least square estimation model; RE = Random effect 
estimation model; FE = Fixed effect estimation model 

COLL = Team-centric Culture; SIZE = Firm Size; AGE = Firm Age; ROA = Return on Assets; ROE = Return on Equity; PM = Profit 

Margin 

Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 

 

In all estimating models, the association between team-centric culture and sustainability report 

quality is not moderated by stakeholder pressure, including pressure from creditors and workers (Table 

12). The results of the control variable tests show that, in aggregate, all panels (12 panels) of the 

estimation models consistently indicate that the company's listing age (AGE) has a favourable impact 

on Indonesian energy industry businesses' sustainability reports. Quality of sustainability reports, with 

marginal significance levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%. Additionally, at significance levels of 1% to 10%, 

eight (8) panels of the regression estimate models indicate that firm size (SIZE) positively affects the 

quality of sustainability reports. 

 

Discussion 

Team-centric Culture and the Quality of Sustainability Reports 

The result of this investigation demonstrates that team-centric culture does not affect the quality of 

sustainability reports. Therefore, there is no evidence to support the premise that a team-centric culture 

lowers the quality of the company's sustainability reports. The result of this study is not in line with the 

institutional theory, which states that organisations adapt to external pressures (coercive, normative, 

mimetic pressures). A team-centric culture that focuses more on internal relationships than external 

pressure can lead to regulations (coercive pressure) regarding sustainability reporting being perceived 

as an "external burden." Furthermore, professional standards (normative pressure) are deprioritised, and 

companies are reluctant to imitate competitors' best sustainability practices (mimetic pressure). 

Consequently, the completeness and quality of sustainability reports are low.   

This result suggests that the quality of sustainability reports produced by Indonesian energy sector 

companies is unaffected by the amount of spending on human resources. Several conditions can explain 

this finding. First, the data reveal that between 2020 and 2024, 55 observations (19.64%) of energy 

businesses failed to release sustainability reports. Second, the number of firms that publish sustainability 

reports and have supplementary sustainability committees is relatively low (16.42%), indicating that the 

quality of sustainability reports in energy companies is still in its infancy. This may be due to the limited 

human resource capacity of the companies. Stubbs et al. (2013) explain that managers do not pay 

attention to the quality of sustainability reports and do not even report them because they believe that 

sustainability reports are irrelevant and unnecessary, and that sustainability reports are merely good to 

do but not mandatory.  
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Table 12. Comparison Results of Moderation Effect Estimation Models – Stakeholder Pressure 
Variables Moderation = STPR Moderation = CRE Moderation = EMP 

(1)FE(Ro) (2) OLS (3) RE (4) FE (5 )FE(Ro) (6) OLS (7) RE (8) FE (9) FE(Ro) (10) OLS (11) RE (12) FE 
COLL 0.680 

(0.160) 
0.347 

(0.760) 
0.716 

(1.330) 
0.680 

(1.220) 
0.125 

(0.560) 
0.546*** 
(2.880) 

0.128 
(0.570) 

0.125 
(0.530) 

0.155 
(0.610) 

0.421** 
(2.100) 

0.129 
(0.530) 

0.155 
(0.590) 

STPR 0.516  
(1.210) 

0.007 
(0.260) 

0.705* 
(1.840) 

0.516 
(1.140) 

        

COLL*STPR -0.996 
(-1.170) 

0.376 
(0.530) 

-0.920 
(-1.070) 

-0.996 
(-1.100) 

        

CRE     -0.009 
(-0.620) 

-0.004 
(-0.190) 

-0.018 
(-0.850) 

-0.009 
(-0.480) 

    

COLL*CRE     -0.009 
(-0.470) 

-0.002 
(-0.050) 

0.029 
(0.670) 

-0.009 
(-0.250) 

    

EMP         0.000 
(0.270) 

-0.000 
(-0.560) 

0.000 
(0.100) 

0.000 
(0.190) 

COLL*EMP         -0.000 
(-0.110) 

0.000 
(1.270) 

0.000 
(0.480) 

-0.000 
(-0.110) 

SIZE 0.045 
(1.460) 

0.071*** 
(4,540) 

0.060** 
(2.340) 

0.045 
(0.940) 

0.054* 
(1.760) 

0.072*** 
(4.440) 

0.065** 
(2.490) 

0.054 
(1.150) 

0.054* 
(1.800) 

0.054*** 
(3.130) 

0.051* 
(1.880) 

0.053 
(1.110) 

AGE 0.173*** 
(11.060) 

0.021*** 
(5.420) 

0.041*** 
(6.120) 

0.173*** 
(11.130) 

0.180*** 
(11.770) 

0.020*** 
(5.110) 

0.041*** 
(5.970) 

0.180*** 
(11.750) 

0.176*** 
(11.760) 

0.019*** 
(4.710) 

0.039*** 
(5.710) 

0.176*** 
(11.350) 

ROA 0.406* 
(1.770) 

0.520** 
(2.360) 

0.694*** 
(3.160) 

0.406* 
(1.910) 

0.348 
(1.520) 

0.581*** 
(2.680) 

0.747*** 
(3.410) 

0.348 
(1.640) 

0.392* 
(1.700) 

0.609*** 
(2.830) 

0.761*** 
(3.470) 

0.392* 
(1.820) 

ROE 0.024 
(0.700) 

-0.005 
(-0.110) 

-0.013 
(-0.320) 

0.024 
(0.600) 

-0.022 
(-0.500) 

-0.027 
(-0.470) 

-0.035 
(-0.690) 

-0.022 
(-0.510) 

0.018 
(0.510) 

-0.004 
(-0.090) 

-0.016 
(-0.380) 

0.018 
(0.450) 

PM -0.000 
(-0.730) 

-0.005* 
(-1.890) 

-0.004* 
(-1.680) 

-0.000 
(-0.200) 

-0.000 
(-0.370) 

-0.004* 
(-1.790) 

-0.004 
(-1.550) 

-0.000 
(-0.100) 

-0.000 
(-0.240) 

-0.004 
(-1.640) 

-0.004 
(-1.520) 

-0.000 
(-0.060) 

Constant -2.201*** 
(-5.260) 

0.436 
(1.200) 

-0.403 
(-0.910) 

-2.201*** 
(-4.550) 

-1.758*** 
(-7.440) 

0.419*** 
(4.190) 

0.279* 
(1.910) 

-1.758*** 
(-6.960) 

-1.725*** 
(-7.980) 

0.520*** 
(3.660) 

0.302* 
(1.680) 

-1.725*** 
(-6.190) 

N 280 280 280 280 280 280 280 280 280 280 280 280 
Firm 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 
R2 Overall 0.1432 0.2407 0.2218 0.1432 0.1427 0.2346 0.2228 0.1427 0.1458 0.2486 0.2357 0.1458 
Notes:  ***,**,* Significant at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10, respectively; (…) Shows the t-count value 

Source: Data processed – STATA (2025) 
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Additionally, managers may become even less motivated to raise the calibre of sustainability 

reports because of concerns about the expense and ambiguous returns. When associated with a team-

centric culture, Hann et al. (2007) showed that culture is not a determining factor in the quality of 

company outcomes, including in the context of reporting quality. Park et al. (2021) indicated that in 

Korea, a collaborative culture has little bearing on a company's worth, but can have an incremental 

positive effect only during the growth phase. Compared to its impact on sustainability report quality, 

collaborative culture is more likely to encourage improvements in individual employee environmental 

performance (Woo & Kang, 2021).  

This phenomenon may be due to companies' low awareness of the quality of sustainability reports. 

Verification of sustainability reports requires a robust ESG measurement system, external assurance 

services with specialised competencies, and sensitive environmental risk disclosure. The high costs 

incurred by companies for sustainability report assurance, which are disproportionate (in fact, lower) to 

the benefits (high cost, low benefit), make companies less likely to conduct external verification of 

published sustainability reports. This is reinforced by the cost-benefit theory, which states that 

companies undertake an action (including information disclosure, in this case, improving the quality of 

sustainability reports) only if the benefits exceed the costs (Verrecchia, 1983). This phenomenon of low-

quality sustainability reports in energy sector companies does not support achieving SDG 12, 

particularly target 6, which states, "Encourage companies, especially large and transnational companies, 

to adopt sustainable practices and to integrate sustainability information into their reporting cycle" 

(United Nations, 2015). The target not only emphasises the existence of reports but also the integration 

of sustainability information into the company's reporting cycle, accountability for economic, social, 

and environmental impacts, and the quality of reports (consistency, relevance, and reliability of 

information).      

 

Team-centric culture, Stakeholder Pressure, and the Quality of Sustainability Reports 

The results indicate that pressure from institutional shareholders does not moderate the 

relationship between team-centric culture and sustainability report quality. Therefore, the 

hypothesis that stakeholder pressure weakens the negative influence of team-centric culture on 

sustainability report quality is not supported. The result of this study is not in line with the stakeholder 

theory, which assumes that companies must meet the needs and interests of various stakeholders 

(including investors, employees, and creditors), and the sustainability of the company's legitimacy 

depends on the extent to which the company responds to the demands of these stakeholders (the stronger 

the stakeholder pressure, the greater the company's incentive to produce a higher quality of sustainability 

report). 

According to this study, a company's capacity to provide better sustainability reports is not 

influenced by the amount of pressure it faces from its stakeholders, including creditors, employees, and 

institutional shareholders. Shen et al. (2020) indicate that pressure from creditors does not influence 

companies' disclosure. OJK Regulation No. 51/POJK.03/2017 only requires companies to prepare 

sustainability reports (mandatory reporting), but does not stipulate the extent and quality of the 

information presented (voluntary disclosure) (OJK, 2017). Furthermore, the use of external assurance 

services requires significant resources. In addition, audit standards for sustainability and non-financial 

reporting assurance (such as ISAE 3000 and AA1000AS) are still voluntary.  

In Indonesia, the Indonesian standards-setting body (the Indonesian Institute of Accountants) has 

not yet mandated external verification of sustainability reports. These factors can lead companies to lack 

sufficient motivation to produce better, higher-quality sustainability reports. Gray (1988) claims that, 

unless required by law, regulation, or practice—such as in highly regulated financial systems—culture 

may promote information secrecy to prevent unanticipated circumstances. Stakeholder pressure tends to 

be reputational rather than direct economic, so companies publish sustainability reports as a form of 

formal compliance (a means of legitimacy), without having to increase the depth of information and its 

verifiability. Consequently, companies choose symbolic disclosure over substantive change. 

Furthermore, sustainability reporting in Indonesia remains low (Nugrahani et al., 2023; Sumarta et al., 
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2023), readability levels are categorised as very difficult (Adhariani & du Toit, 2020), while its relevance 

(added value) is still debated, making stakeholder pressure incapable of compelling companies to 

produce high-quality sustainability reports. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The research aims to investigate how team-centric culture influences the quality of sustainability reports 

generated by companies in the energy sector and how stakeholder pressure mitigates this relationship. 

The results indicate that the quality of sustainability reports in energy sector companies for the 2020-

2024 period is limited to publishing sustainability reports and having additional sustainability 

committees. No companies have yet used assurance services (audit or non-audit) to verify their 

sustainability reports. Based on fixed-effect robust standard errors, no negative impact of team-centric 

culture on the quality of sustainability reports in energy companies was found. Furthermore, the findings 

indicate that the quality of sustainability reports does not improve when the level of stakeholder pressure 

faced by companies is taken into account. These test results are robust to alternative regression 

estimation models and to alternative forms of pressure (employee or creditor pressure). 

The result of this study has implications for several parties. For companies, this research advises 

companies in the energy industry (oil and gas, coal, oil and gas and coal support, alternative energy 

equipment, and alternative fuels) to start raising the quality of their sustainability reports, particularly 

by verifying their sustainability reports to ensure that the reports have met the qualitative characteristics 

of accounting information (relevance and faithful representations). For accounting bodies, standard-

setting organisations can monitor sustainability reports published by companies, including those in the 

energy sector. Furthermore, standard-setting bodies can consider policies regarding mandatory 

sustainability report verification, given that no energy sector companies have yet used assurance services 

to verify their sustainability reports. 

There are some limitations to this study. First, this study focuses solely on team-centric culture 

and stakeholder pressure (institutional shareholder pressure, employee pressure, and creditor pressure), 

with an explanatory power of only 14%. Second, only firms in the energy industry that were listed on 

the Indonesia Stock Exchange between 2020 and 2024 were included in the study. The study findings 

and limitations provide opportunities for future research. First, further research could test the same 

model in other sectors, indices, and industries. Furthermore, research comparing the quality of 

sustainability reports across industries could provide additional opportunities to assess the progress of 

sustainability report quality in Indonesia. Additionally, other independent variables that could affect the 

calibre of sustainability reports could be included in future studies.  
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