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ABSTRACT 

Disclosure in sustainability practices has gained 

a prominent place in corporate reporting due to 

its importance as a medium of flowing 

information to stakeholders. As a result, 

managers of commercial organizations no longer 

focus solely on reporting the business 

performance but its engagement in economic, 

social and environmental activities adhering to 

given standards. This paper attempts to analyse 

the state of sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka 

and measure the level of its compliance to GRI, 

G4 index in reporting. Accordingly, 18 listed Sri 

Lankan companies consecutively recognized for 

their sustainability reports by professional 

accounting bodies were selected and analysed for 

the past five years (2014/2015-2018/2019). The 

compliance to GRI – G4 core were analysed by 

deploying the scale developed by Dragmoir 

(2010) followed by a trend analysis for each 

selected. Based on the research findings of the 

study it was concluded that despite not having 

attained the expected state of sustainability 

reporting Sri Lanka is on a continuously 

improving journey to achieve the desired state. 

The level of sustainability reporting by the 

leading organizations recognized for sustainable 

practices were revealed by the study and this 

finding impose major implications to governing 

bodies of corporations, policy makers, 

stakeholders as well as the government. Further 

the study would be helpful to understand whether 

there is a gap between the desired state of 

sustainability reporting and the current state of 

sustainability reporting or not. 

 

 

Key words: Current State of sustainability 

reporting, Desired State of sustainability 

reporting, Trends in sustainability reporting, Sri 

Lanka 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Accounting is used by organizations as a method 

of discharging their accountability to 

stakeholders. Traditionally, organizations issued 

financial reports to demonstrate the 

organizational financial performance of 

organizations to discharge the accountability to 

the immediate stakeholders of the organizations 

who were more concerned about the financial 

performance of organizations. However, with the 

turbulent changes in the environment, 

stakeholders started placing their attention on 

non-financial performance of organizations as 

well. With heavy attention placed on the 

environmental impacts, sustainability, corporate 

governance by society, organizations were 

obliged to disclose non-financial information to 

emancipate their accountability to the wider 

society beyond their immediate stakeholders 

(Roberts (2009)) The disclosure of non-financial 

information came as a series of new 

developments in organizational reporting 

practices. In the 1970’s, “Social Reporting” 

developed with the intention of disclosing the 

social performance of organizations and in the 

1980’s “Environmental Reporting” emerged to 

report the Environmental performance of 

organizations and in the 1990’s “Sustainability 

reporting” was developed with the intention of 

promoting the disclosure of information related 

to sustainability performance of an organization 

in terms of the triple bottom line (Lozano et al. 

(2016). 
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As per the Global Reporting Initiative (2000), 

(hereafter referred as the GRI), “A sustainability 

report is a report published by a company or 

organization about the economic, environmental 

and social impacts caused by its everyday 

activities. A sustainability report also presents 

the organization's values and governance model 

and demonstrates the link between its strategy 

and its commitment to a sustainable global 

economy.” 

 

Even though, sustainability reporting is not a 

mandatory requirement but a voluntary practise 

in most countries including Sri Lanka, the 

number of companies that issue sustainability 

reports is increasing rapidly both in the global 

context as well as in the Sri Lankan context. 

The heavy diffusion of sustainability reporting in 

the world is mostly due to the fact that 

organizations perceive sustainability reporting as 

a communication tool that provides them with a 

better media exposure that would establish trust 

in the society about the organization and to create 

a better corporate image about the organization 

in the public which would help an organization 

to attract more investment funds as well as 

Environmentally conscious customers thereby 

giving them a competitive advantage over their 

competitors who are not engaged in 

sustainability reporting (Lozano et al. (2016), 

Reverte (2009), and Deegan (2002).  

 

As per the GRI, for a sustainability report to 

provide a true and fair view about the 

sustainability performance of an organization, 

the sustainability report should include 

transparent, credible, relevant and complete 

information about the sustainability performance 

of the organization and it should include both 

positive and negative incidents with regard to 

sustainability performance of the organization. 

However, sustainability reporting is a voluntary 

reporting practise in many countries and GRI is a 

principle-based organization which provides 

mere guidelines of best practices rather than 

stringent rules and regulations to be adhered. 

Therefore, the organizations are given the 

flexibility of deciding what to be included and 

what to be omitted in sustainability reports. 

Furthermore, as mentioned above, most 

organizations engage in sustainability reporting 

to seem sustainable and to attract positive social 

reactions therefore it is likely that organizations 

are going to exaggerate about positive 

sustainability performance and soften negative 

sustainability performance. 

 

Hence, it is likely that there is a practical gap 

between the sustainability performance and 

sustainability reporting of organizations. 

Therefore, it is probable that sustainability 

reporting has not yet reached the state that the 

GRI has expected and that there is a practical gap 

between the current state of sustainability 

reporting and the expected state of sustainability 

reporting.  

 

This study primarily aims to analyse the current 

state of the sustainability reporting of listed 

companies in Sri Lanka and to identify the trends 

in sustainability reporting of listed companies in 

Sri Lanka. Henceforth, following objectives are 

derived and will be tested. 

1. To find out the existing state of 

sustainability reporting practices of 

listed companies in Sri Lanka. 

2. To identify the last five years’ 

sustainability reporting trends, after the 

classification of disclosure categories. 

3. To identify the dominant disclosure 

category in Sri Lanka and to analyse the 

reason for the dominance. 

This study is expected to contribute to the 

existing literature by identifying the current state 

of sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka and the 

trend of sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka for 

the past five years which would be helpful to 

understand whether there is a gap between the 

desired state of sustainability reporting and the 

current state of sustainability reporting or not. 

The study is based on 18 selected listed Sri 

Lankan companies representing various business 

industries including Manufacturing, Banking and 

Finance, Tourism and Leisure, Export, 

Engineering and construction, Power and etc 

who have been consecutively recognized and 

awarded for their sustainability reports by 

professional accounting bodies such as CIMA 

and ACCA and CA Sri Lanka etc. 
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The rest of this report is organized as follows. 

The next section reviews the existent literature on 

sustainability reporting followed by the 

methodology section. It will then present the 

research findings and discussion section. The last 

section of the paper will provide the conclusion 

and future direction of the research. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides an overview of the extant 

empirical literature on sustainability reporting 

under the themes purpose of engaging in 

sustainability reporting, diffusion of 

sustainability reporting, the expected and the 

actual state of sustainability reporting and the 

state of sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka. 

2.1 Sustainability Report and Purpose of 

Reporting on Sustainability 

As per the GRI (2006), a sustainability report is 

a report issued by an entity about the Economic, 

Environmental and Social impacts caused by its 

actions and the magnitudes of those actions on 

the broader society. The GRI perceives that a 

sustainability report altruisms the organization's 

values and governance model and establishes the 

link between its strategy and its commitment to a 

sustainable global economy and converse its 

sustainability performance to the stakeholders. 

The key researchers in the areas have established 

that the purpose of a sustainability report is to 

provide assistance to firms in being accountable 

to various stakeholders, to meet stakeholder 

expectations, to demonstrate compliance with 

sustainability standards and to provide 

stakeholders with enhanced information to make 

informed decisions. (Roberts (2009), ISEA 

(Institute on Social and Ethical Accountability 

(2003), Unerman et al (2007) and (GRI 2013). 

GRI (2006) emphasizes that information and 

processes used in the preparation of 

sustainability reports should be gathered, 

recorded, complied, analysed, and disclosed in a 

manner establishes the quality and materiality of 

the information and improves the overall 

accountability of the organization. 

The extent literature further suggests that the 

issued sustainability reports need to demonstrate 

corporate acceptance of ethical, social and 

environmental responsibility for sustainability 

reports to be accountable (Adams (2004 and 

Unerman et al (2007)). Moreover, the 

Accountability AA1000AS standard on 

accountability for sustainability suggests that 

accountability is made up of three principles, i.e. 

transparency, responsiveness and compliance. 

Transparency in terms of disclosure of all 

material sustainability information which 

includes both positive and negative 

performances, responsiveness in terms of being 

responsive to societal expectations to cater the 

information needs of the users of sustainability 

reports and compliance in terms of adhering to 

the GRI guidelines and other regulations 

applicable. 

Several key researchers in the area have 

suggested that the transparency of sustainability 

reports is related to the credibility, completeness 

and reliability of the information disclosed in the 

reports. (Menendez- Viso (2009), Livesey & 

Kearins (2002) and Dando & Swift (2003)).  

However, the existing literature on the topic 

reveals that sustainability reports incline to bear 

a resemblance to marketing tools predominantly 

intended at improving the firm's image and social 

legitimacy rather than the improvement of 

accountability of the organization and as a result, 

lack the expected transparency. (Lauer (2003), 

Duchon & Drake (2009), Milne et al (2006), 

Deegan et al (2006) and Cho & Patten (2007). 

However, as per, Lozano et al (2016), 

organisations arrive at the decision of engaging 

in sustainability reporting due to a combination 

of internal and external incentives and there is a 

wide diffusion of sustainability reporting all over 

the world. 

 

Several key researchers in the area of 

sustainability reporting have established that 

organizations engage in sustainability reporting 

due to many reasons. Mainly, it is a belief that 

believes that managers have accountability of the 

organization to report the sustainability 

performance  (Hasnas, 1998 Donaldson & 

Preston, 1995 and Freeman &  Reed, 1983) and 

to comply with the expectations of the 

community (Deegan (2002). Another reason for 
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reporting sustainability is to comply with 

industry requirements or established codes of 

conduct within the industry (Deegan and 

Blomquist 2001). Many researchers found that 

organizations tend to report on sustainability in 

order to reduce agency costs and to claim 

legitimacy (Reverte, 2009), Watts and 

Zimmerman, 1978) and O’ Dwyer, 2002) which 

result in developing and maintaining a healthy 

relationship with key stakeholders of the 

organization. (Lopez et al., 2007, Cortez and 

Cudia, 2011). 

2.2 The Expected and the Actual State of 

Sustainability Reporting. 

The available literature suggests that 

sustainability reports are flawed and fails to 

deliver the expected results and that the 

sustainability reports offer no evidence or 

reasoning that connects the operation of these 

organisations with the perilous state of the planet. 

(Laufer (2003), Cho et al (2010), Adams (2004), 

Gray (2006) and Milne et al (2006)). 

The available literature reveals that most 

business engaged in sustainability reporting 

claiming to be sustainable entities actually have 

little or nothing to do with sustainability. (Beder, 

1997, Gray & Milne, 2002, Milne, Tregida & 

Walton 2003, Gray, 2006-b and Milne and 

Kearins & Walton, 2006) and what is portrayed 

in sustainability reports fails to account of the 

actual sustainability performance of entities and 

are often used as mechanisms of manipulating 

the users. (Gray & Milne 2002, Gray & Milne, 

2004 and Milne, Ball & Gray 2008). 

Moreover, key contributors to the topic has 

further identified that the majority of the 

organizations who are engaged in sustainability 

reporting are often limited to reporting and does 

not actually perform what they report and that 

when an entity talks of "sustainability" it is not 

actually talking about sustainability but 

environmental management and some ill- 

defined form of social responsibility.(Gray, 

2006, Young & Tilley, 2006 and Pataki, 2009). 

The existing literature on the topic has identified 

that voluntary nature of sustainability reporting 

(Sisaye (2011a), Sisaye (2011b) and O’Dwyer 

(2003)) which provides organizations with 

leeway to engage in selective disclosures 

(Henriques (2007), MacLean & Rebernak 

(2007)), lack of external verification methods for 

non-financial information disclosed in 

sustainability reports (Choi, Myers, Zang & 

Ziebart (2010), organizations being motivated to 

engage in sustainability through self-interested 

objectives rather than a genuine concern for 

transparency and accountability of sustainability 

performance(Laufer (2003), Cho et al (2010), 

Adams (2004), Gray (2006) and Milne et al 

(2006)), sustainability reporting being used as an 

impression management tool by organizations 

seduce and persuade stakeholders rather than to 

straightforwardly present the firm's actual 

situation with regard to the sustainability 

performance (Cerin (2002), Coupland (2006) and 

Hooghiemstra (2000)) has resulted in a gap 

between the expected level of disclosures in 

sustainability reports and the actual level of 

disclosures in sustainability reports issued by 

organizations. 

As discussed above critics argue that the practise 

of sustainable reporting is flawed in the sense that 

there is a lack of confidence in the content of the 

report and the main challenges identified by these 

critics are accuracy, sincerity, and completeness 

(Doane (2000) or that the non- financial reports 

consist of mere images than the actual 

performance. (Bowers, 2010). 

Researchers have emphasized on the fact that 

sustainability reports often do not meet the 

principles of balance, exhaustiveness and 

transparency and therefore the credibility of the 

disclosed information is questioned (Boiral & 

Henri 2015, Boiral, 2013) and Dingwerth & 

Eichinger, 2010). The accuracy of information is 

one of the main issues in sustainability reporting 

due to the lack of balance, completeness and 

transparency of the presented information. 

(Dando & Swift, 2003), Perez & Sanchez,2009) 

and Cho et al., 2012). 

Key contributors to the area have further 

identified that the lack of full disclosure in 

sustainability reports, the lack of completeness of 

information and the little coverage of negative 

impacts of organizational activities in 

sustainability reports reveal that sustainable 

reports are issued to meet minimum requirements 

and the disclosure of performance indicators 

varies significantly even among firms with the 
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same level of application sustainability reporting 

principles. (Adams & Whelan, 2009 and Aktas et 

al., 2013). 

Researchers have criticised the sustainability 

reports for their opacity, questionable connection 

with the firm's real situation and the superficial 

nature and have established that the sustainability 

reports are far from reality. (Moneva et al (2006, 

Unerman et al., 2007 and Gray, 2010).  

Thus, with evidence provided extant literature, 

suggests that there is a gap between the expected 

state of disclosures in sustainability reporting and 

the actual state of disclosures in sustainability 

reporting. 

2.3 The state of Sustainability Reporting in Sri 

Lanka 

Dissanayakea, Tilta, Lobob (2016) indicated that 

in Sri Lanka, there is a major focus on social 

indicators, despite the poor environmental record 

in the country when it comes to sustainability 

reporting in Sri Lanka. Furthermore, it is 

suggested that the economic context therefore 

appears to be a significant factor influencing how 

sustainability reporting develops in Sri Lanka. 

The existing literature suggests that majority of 

Sri Lankan companies do not consider GRI 

Guidelines in reporting for sustainability and 

disclose sustainability information in annual 

reports in various manner without paying 

reference to the GRI guidelines (Senaratne & 

Liyanagedara, 2009 and Fernando & Pandey, 

2012). 

The extant literature further reveals that there is 

an expectation gap as to the information needs of 

stakeholders on sustainability reporting and the 

information disclosed in the annual reports of 

companies in the Sri Lankan context (Senaratne 

& Liyanagedara, 2009 and Wijesinghe, 2012). 

Moreover, the available literature reveals that 

there is long way forward for Sri Lankan 

companies in respect of sustainability reporting 

(Senaratne & Liyanagedara (2009) but despite 

the long way there is an attractive growth 

reported in the level of disclosures in 

sustainability parameters (Wijesinghe (2012) in 

last few years which coukd see as a green light 

for entire corporate reporting. 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This section presents an overview of the sources 

and the type of data used and the methods 

employed in order to achieve the desired research 

objectives. 

3.1 Sample Selection 

A sample of 18 Sri Lankan public listed 

companies that have been acknowledged for the 

quality of their sustainability reports various 

local and international professional accounting 

bodies including ACCA and ICASL was chosen. 

These 18 organizations who are considered to be 

the top practitioners of sustainability reporting in 

Sri Lanka was chosen because analysing the 

reports published by the best in class when it 

comes sustainability reporting would give a 

better understanding about the current state of 

sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka rather than 

taking all the listed companies into consideration. 

3.2 Data Collection and Data analysis method 

A content analysis was conducted to the 

sustainability reports published by all the 

selected companies for five years each from 

2014/2015 – 2018/2019 to measure the state of 

sustainability reporting for each individual 

company for each year. This made 90 firm-year 

observations for the analysis. 

The state of sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka 

for each company for each year was calculated 

by scoring the GRI – G4 core disclosures 

disclosed in sustainability reports using a five-

level ordinal scale scoring scheme developed by 

Dragmoir (2010) for a maximum possible score 

of 220 where maximum possible scores for 

economic, environmental and social disclosures 

are 28, 68 and 124 each respectively.  

The five-level ordinal scoring scale used is 

provided below. 

0 – Performance data not present. (Including any 

non-quantitative references to performance) 

1 – Performance and/or governance data is 

presented only for the current period. 

2 - The report and the information contained 

within it can be compared on a year –to – year 

basis. 

3 – The criteria above, plus the data measurement 

techniques and bases for calculations are 
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adequately described and can be replicated with 

similar results. 

4 – The criteria above, plus the organization’s 

performance can be compared with appropriate 

benchmarks. 

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

This section covers the data analysis conducted 

and then discusses the findings derived from such 

analysis. The research findings will be discussed 

under the themes the state of sustainability 

reporting in Sri Lanka, the trends in sustainability 

reporting of Sri Lanka and the dominant 

disclosure category of sustainability reporting in 

Sri Lanka. 

The collected data was analysed under three main 

phases in the study. 

Under the first phase of the analysis, the state of 

sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka of each 

company for each year has been calculated by 

scoring the core disclosure elements of the GRI 

– G4 disclosures using the five-level ordinal 

scale scoring system developed by Dragmoir 

(2010). The calculated data is presented using a 

descriptive table. 

Based on the findings of the first phase, the 

second phase and the third phase analyse the 

trends in sustainability reporting of the country 

over the past five years using both a graphical 

analysis and a percentage change analysis and the 

dominance of the disclosure categories through a 

descriptive table respectively 

4.1 State of Sustainability Reporting 

According to the scale of Dragmoir (2010), the 

maximum possible scores for a company for a 

year were 28, 72 and 124 for economic, 

environmental and social disclosures 

respectively and for 224 points for total 

sustainability reporting.  

The total of the scores obtained by individual 

companies for each year was then calculated to 

identify the state of sustainability reporting in Sri 

Lanka for each period as demonstrated by Table 

1. The maximum possible score for the country 

per annum was 504, 1296, 2232 and 4032 for 

economic, environmental, social and total 

sustainability reporting respectively. 

Table 4: The State of Sustainability Disclosures 

in Sri Lanka 

 

Coun
try 

The state of disclosures 

Year Econ
omic 

Enviro
nment 

So
cia

l 

Total 
Sustain
ability 

Sri 
Lank

a 

2014/
2015 

213 283 51
8 

1014 

2015/
2016 

236 398 62
1 

1255 

2016/
2017 

281 476 74
8 

1505 

2017/
2018 

326 553 85
5 

1734 

2018/
2019 

373 628 93
4 

1935 

 

The current state of sustainability reporting in Sri 

Lanka can be analysed using the scores relevant 

for the financial year 2018/2019 since the latest 

publicly available sustainability information and 

financial information of listed companies are for 

the financial year 2018/2019. Therefore, when 

analysing the generated results it is visible that 

the current state of sustainability reporting in Sri 

Lanka can be identified as 1935 points out of 

4032 maximum possible points as illustrated by 

Table 1. 

Moreover, when both the tables are analysed it is 

visible that the state of sustainability reporting in 

Sri Lanka has not yet reached the expected level 

of disclosures which is backed by the findings of 

Senaratne & Liyanagedara (2009) and 

Wijesinghe (2012) and that organizations are not 

in the practise of wholly disclosing the 

sustainability information prescribed by the GRI 

– G4 standards. 

Furthermore, it is possible that the above 

recognized gap between the expected state of 

sustainability reporting and the current state of 

sustainability reporting is due to the following 

factors. Sustainability reporting is a voluntary 

disclosure practise in Sri Lanka (Hummel & 

Schlick (2016) which gives  more leeway to 

organizations in selecting the content, type and 

the timing of the disclosures included in 

sustainability reports (Choi, Myers, Zang & 

Ziebart (2010) which leads organisations to 

engage in selective reporting of information 

(Henriques, 2007, MacLean &  Rebernak, 2007) 
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which hinders the completeness and transparency 

of the sustainability reports resulting in a gap 

between the expected state of sustainability 

reporting and the actual state of sustainability 

reporting. 

4.2 The Trends in Sustainability Reporting of 

Sri Lanka 

As the second phase of the analysis the calculated 

state of sustainability reporting of individual 

companies as well as the country as a whole were 

analysed both graphically and using a percentage 

analysis to identify the trends of sustainability 

reporting in Sri Lanka for the past 5 years. 

Table 2 provides an year on year analysis of the 

state of sustainability for Sri Lanka by comparing 

the state of sustainability reporting in for the 

country as a whole for each year as a percentage 

of the state of sustainability reporting in Sri 

Lanka of the first year under review (2014/2015). 

 

Table 5: Year on Year Comparison of the State 

of Sustainability Reporting in Sri Lanka 

 

Cou
ntry 

As a % of base year (2014/2015) 

Year Econ
omic 

Enviro
nment 

Soci
al 

Total 
Sustain
ability 

Sri 
Lan
ka 

2014/
2015 

100
% 

100% 100
% 

100% 

2015/
2016 

111
% 

141% 120
% 

124% 

2016/2
017 

132% 168% 144
% 

148% 

2017/2
018 

153% 195% 165
% 

171% 

2018/2
019 

175% 222% 180
% 

191% 

 

Figure 1 graphically demonstrates the trend in the 

state of sustainability reporting in the selected 

companies as whole by plotting the state of 

disclosures for all the 18 companies for the past 

5 years.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: The State of Sustainability Reporting in 

Sri Lanka 

 

When analysing table 2 and figure 1 it is evident 

that there is an upward trend in the state of 

sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka 

(Wijesinghe, 2012) and that the state of the 

individual disclosures in Sustainability reporting 

(Economic, Environmental and Social) have also 

enhanced continuously for the past five years. 

The researcher found out that the main reason for 

this continuous upward movement in the state of 

sustainability reporting is due to organizations 

increasing the number of core disclosures they 

disclose yearly and the quality of the information 

for the existing disclosures yearly.  

Therefore, it can be predicted that the state of 

sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka would 

further advance in the future provided that this 

upward trend continues. 

4.3 The Dominating Disclosure Category in 

Sri Lanka 

The final phase of the research analysed how the 

scores given to individual disclosures were 

scattered among the three types of disclosures to 

identify the most dominating disclosure category 

in Sri Lanka when sustainability reporting is 

considered. 

This was calculated for all the companies as a 

whole by calculating percentage composition of 

the scores obtained by disclosure categories 

when compared to the score obtained by the as a 

percentage of the total sustainability disclosures 

for each year. 
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Table 6: The Composition of Disclosures in 

Sustainability Reporting 
Cou
ntry 

Year As a % of  state of total 
sustainability disclosure 

Econ
omic 

Enviro
nment 

Soci
al 

Total 
Sustain
ability 

Sri 
Lan
ka 

2014/
2015 

21.0
1% 

27.91
% 

51.0
8% 

100.00
% 

2015/
2016 

18.8
0% 

31.71
% 

49.4
8% 

100.00
% 

2016/
2017 

18.6
7% 

31.63
% 

49.7
0% 

100.00
% 

2017/
2018 

18.8
0% 

31.89
% 

49.3
1% 

100.00
% 

2018/
2019 

19.2
8% 

32.45
% 

48.2
7% 

100.00
% 

 

As indicated in Table 3, throughout the period, 

more prominence was given to “Social 

disclosures” when compared to Economic and 

Environment disclosures. Therefore, it is evident 

that the social indicators in the GRI – G4 index 

are more prominent than economic and 

environmental disclosures and as a result, Sri 

Lankan companies give more prominence to 

social indicators over economic and 

environmental disclosures. This finding is 

supported and further confirmed by the existing 

literature where critics argue that more 

prominence is given to social indicators over 

economic and Environmental indicators by Sri 

Lankan companies (Dissanayake, Tilta, Lobob 

(2016).  

The researcher further analysed the composition 

of the GRI- G4 disclosures to identify whether 

the GRI – G4 index is biased towards any of the 

disclosure category. 

Table 4 given below analyses the weightage 

given to each of the key sustainability element 

(economic, Environmental and Social) under the 

GRI – G4 index. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7: Composition of GRI - G4 

Sustainability Indicators 

 

As depicted by Table 4 it was identified that the 

GRI – G4 index itself was stretched more 

towards Social Disclosures where the weightage 

given to social indicators were 56% when 

compared to the weightage given to environment 

and economic disclosures at 31% and 13% 

respectively. Hence, it is evident that social 

disclosure is the most dominant disclosure 

category when sustainability reporting is 

considered since the GRI- G4 core disclosures 

are more stretched towards the social indicator 

disclosures which compels organizations to 

report more on the social impact of their 

activities.  

5. CONCLUSION 

The research aimed to analyse the state of 

sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka through 

three research objectives. The first objective of 

identifying the current state of sustainability 

reporting in Sri Lanka was achieved through the 

scoring of sustainability disclosures included in 

annual reports using a scoring system developed 

by Dragmoir (2010). As per the research 

findings, the selected 18 companies as a whole, 

only managed to obtain a score of 1935 points out 

of 4032 maximum points for the latest financial 

year with published annual reports (2018/2019). 

Hence, it was concluded that Sri Lankan 

companies have not yet achieved the expected 

state of sustainability reporting which is in 

agreement with the similar literature available for 

the local context (Senaratne & Liyanagedara, 

2009 and Wijesinghe, 2012) as well as the global 

context (Henriques, 2007 and MacLean &  

Rebernak, 2007). 

The second objective of analysing the trends in 

sustainability reporting of Sri Lanka was 

achieved through conducting a graphical and a 

Description As a % of  state of total 
sustainability disclosure 
Econ
omic 

Enviro
nment 

So
cia
l 

Total 
Sustai
nabilit
y  

Composition of 
GRI - G4 
disclosures 

13% 31% 56
% 

100% 
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percentage analysis where it established that 

there is an upward trend in the state of 

sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka and that 

companies have increased both the quantity and 

the quality of their sustainability disclosures over 

time. This finding was also in line with the 

available literature (Wijesinghe (2012). 

The third objective was to identify the 

dominating sustainability disclosure category in 

Sri Lanka and to identify the reasons for the 

dominance. It was identified that social 

disclosures dominate economic and 

Environmental disclosures and it was further 

identified that the high weightage given by the 

GRI – G4 core disclosures to social disclosures 

compared to economic and Environmental 

disclosures was the reason for social disclosures 

being the most dominant category when it came 

to sustainability reporting in Sri Lanka which is 

backed by the extant literature on the topic 

(Dissanayakea, Tilta & Lobob (2016)). 

Therefore, it can be determined that regardless of 

not having conquered the desired state of 

sustainability reporting Sri Lanka is on a 

continuously improving journey to attain the 

expected state and that social disclosures are 

given more prominence by Sri Lankan 

organizations with regard to sustainability 

reporting. 

This study contributes to the existing literature in 

four ways. Firstly, the research quantified the 

current state of sustainability reporting in Sri 

Lanka in terms of adherence to the GRI- G4 

guidelines. Secondly, the research identified that 

there is a practical gap between the desired state 

and the current state of sustainability reporting 

and the probable reasons for this practical gap. 

Thirdly, the research analysed the past trends in 

sustainability reporting with regard to the Sri 

Lankan context which would be assist in 

predicting how the state of sustainability 

reporting would improve in the future. Finally, 

the research analysed the most dominant 

disclosure category and the reasons for the 

dominance with regard to sustainability reporting 

which indicates that the GRI – G4 indicators 

should be balanced out to paint a fair picture of 

the triple bottom line in the future. 

However, there are several limitations to the 

research. This research was limited only to 18 

public listed Sri Lankan companies' 

representative of a wide a range of sectors that 

has consecutively won awards for their 

sustainability reports. Sri Lanka is a country 

where sustainability reporting is voluntary, thus 

the findings of this research might not be 

applicable to companies from countries where 

sustainability reporting is mandatory, companies 

that are not publicly listed and are not from the 

same industries as the companies in the sample 

represent.  

Further, the study of the research created grounds 

for future research where the sample can be 

expanded to be more inclusive of companies 

ranging different industries, companies from 

countries with mandatory sustainability reporting 

and the variables used can be expanded to be 

inclusive of more performance indicators. 
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