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Abstract: Social, economic and environmental factors contribute to the companies’ sustainable devel-
opment. Social and financial dimensions have an important contribution to sustainable performance,
through assurance of transparency in the information communication requested by stakeholders in
order to substantiate their decisions. Social transparency is ensured by presenting organization’s
actions in the field of social responsibility, and financial transparency takes into account the most
accurate, complete and neutral presentation of information, both in the annual financial statements
and in the audit reports. The present study aims to assess the influence of financial transparency
and gender equality on the sustainable corporate performance, thus contributing to increasing SDGs
awareness and achievement required by 2030 Agenda. Through a sample of 1133 observations
(Romanian listed companies/years) to the period 2008–2020, the obtained research results emphasis
that gender equality and absence/presence of transparency in financial reporting have a significant
influence on corporate sustainable performance.

Keywords: social dimension; financial dimension; financial audit; gender differences; sustainable
performance

1. Introduction

Sustainable development concept has its origins in Brundtland Report [1]. Since
its introduction has become the mainstream towards an active involvement of various
organizations and institutions that are working on its established principles and objectives
implementation [2]. Brundtland Report presented those concerns regarding the synergistic
connection between human development dynamic and environmental resilience [3]. This
Report was accepted as a guide of fundamental principles associated to a holistic design
and planning approach that integrates the concepts of sustainable development, ecology,
heritage protection and biodiversity, as well as long-term sustainable development [4].

In time, sustainability concept has been revised, in a sense that integrates three social,
economic and environmental interconnected dimensions [5]. Sustainable development
(SD) is centered on inter-generational equity that is based essentially on mentioned before
different but correlated dimensions [6]. Sustainability requires a balance of these three
associated dimensions [7].
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Over the past two decades, the corporate sustainability reporting concept has gained
relevance in companies’ annual reports because this type of reporting explains to investors
how the company creates value over time. Corporate reporting has evolved from financial
statements to the whole package of financial statements, directors’ report, environmental
reporting, social reporting, governance reporting and remuneration. However, information
included in these reports was not interlinked and did not show how environmental and
corporate social responsibility concerns might affect company performance. Thus, this
need for sustainability occurs, i.e., integrated reporting that addresses an organization’s
informational communication process to stakeholders about value creation as well as how
governance drives towards sustainable corporate performance [8]. The content of this type
of reporting demonstrates the link between an organisation’s governance, strategy and
financial performance and the social, environmental and economic context in which it oper-
ates [9]. As traditional financial reporting cannot provide a complete view associated to a
corporation, dimensions and aspects such as corporate social responsibility, environmental
information, carbon emissions, health, equal opportunities and labor rights, should be in-
cluded in total business performance reporting, namely corporate sustainability reporting.

Recently, financial and non-financial reporting process has been improved as a result
of increasingly stakeholder requirements, included in the reporting standards. Information
transparency is an indispensable element for market competitiveness and for an efficient
corporate governance systems [10]. In financial audit, conditions for ensuring transparency
refer to the engagement quality and to an increased value relevance associated to audit
report [11,12]—with impact on corporate sustainable performance [13]. Audit quality could
be also influenced by gender differences [14].

Sustainable Development Goals of UN’s 2030 Agenda includes a major challenge
regarding discrimination [15]. Thus, from 17 Sustainable Development Goals, developed
by United Nations in 2015 [16], that must be achieved by 2030, SDG 5: Gender Equality
represents a key factor for sustainable business management. It’s considered, along with
other Sustainable Development Goals, as a strategic and visionary tool for economic
development. From literature perspective [17], which in general approach the permanent
growth, the need for sustainable development is clearly sustainability highlighted; also
it is considered as one of the greatest contemporary challenges. Focusing on the new
business models that integrated sustainability measurement tools, it’s clear that sustainable
development implies achieving SDGs.

In Romania, a growing number of women work in accounting profession, but not
always on top-management positions [18,19]; it must be said that these conclusions are, in
general, valid for the big accounting/auditing companies; in the small accounting/auditing
businesses case frequently the owners are women. The numerical superiority of women in
accounting and auditing profession is a consequence of other characteristics such as: analyt-
ical ability, strictness, patience and caution [20]. These characteristics are also strengthened
by some specific one associated to the accounting and audit profession, such as: practical
skills, responsiveness, compliance with regulations [21], with a direct impact on insurance
and audit services tasks quality.

Gender equality is a key objective to ensure social sustainability; alongside it the ethical
and fair corporate practices will generate organization’s growth and also will increase the
capability to integrate sustainability goals, essential element for success [22,23]. In the
field of gender studies, related to organizational commitment to social sustainability, are
identified multi-agent evidence-based approaches. Hence the use of objective measures
associated to gender equality highlights real social progress (e.g., women advancement in
management positions or changes in gender pay), as well as corporate performance could
be quantified through variables such as: leadership styles, culture, economic performance
or reputation [24–28].

Using advanced statistical methods, this paper purpose is to assess the financial
transparency and gender equality influence on sustainable corporate performance. Firstly,
it was assessed the influence of financial audit report quality on the transparency of future



Sustainability 2023, 15, 14033 3 of 28

sustainable reporting. Secondly, it was tested the influence of audit quality on sustainable
corporate performance. Thirdly, it was tested and estimated the influence of gender
equality in audit and accounting profession on the audit quality, transparency of future
sustainable reporting and sustainable corporate performance. As a main contribution,
the research results could be useful for Chamber of Financial Auditors of Romania, as a
national independent body, and for the Statutory Audit Public Oversight Authority, in
order to increase the audit engagements quality and to develop the sustainable corporate
performance through financial transparency and gender equality.

The research is conducted as follows: in the paper first section, the research hypotheses
are developed based on relevant references from the field; in the second part, the research
methodology is described and the statistical models are presented; in the third section we
present and discuss the research results; in the final section conclusion are revealed, with
the research limits and the ways for further development.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

Nowadays, in this dynamic environment, sustainability has become a significant com-
ponent in doing business. In this context, companies are increasingly interested in corporate
sustainability, and therefore include sustainability in organizational strategy, vision and
culture, by creating a framework to improve sustainability practices. Hence it could be
identified a direct impact of this orientation on sustainable corporate performance [29–36].

Brundtland Report [1], which presents sustainability as development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
own needs, focused primarily on the needs and interests of people and was concerned with
ensuring global equity for future generations by redistributing resources to poorer nations.
This Report expressed the belief that economic growth, social equity and environmental
sustainability are possible at the same time [37].

Sustainability aims to sustain “a dignified life” to everyone [38], also targeting to
ensure alignment and adequate balance between society, economy and environment in
terms of regenerative capacity of planetary life, supporting ecosystems [39]. This dynamic
and balanced alignment should be the sustainability core [40].

Sustainability has become and remains a pervasive paradigm for long time develop-
ment and a basic concept in global development policy and agenda. Hence a balance be-
tween human living standards development and environmental issue is required [6,41–47].
Likewise, some opinions start from certain questions regarding the concept meaning or
definition and from its implications for theory and practice. Therefore, it’s shown that it is
not possible to define this concept with precision and accuracy [48–53].

Some authors consider that sustainability is an anthropocentric concept of inter and
intra-generational justice [6,54,55], which recognizes both the short-term and long-term
implications. Hence it integrates sustainability dimensions into decision processes [56].
Likewise enhance a performant distribution of intra-generational and inter-generational
resources with the socio-economic development within the ecosystem limits [55]. It claims
the people right to a dignified life [57] and appropriate decisions on sustainable resource
management, fact that will bring sustainable growth to a sustainable society [58].

Organizational sustainability aims to generate value for all stakeholders by integrating
a business strategy that extremely significant the economic, environmental, ethical and
social dimensions [59].

In literature, the sustainability term is defined as a way of life and work that allows
the global population to meet their current needs for economic security, health and overall
achievement, without compromising resources for future generations [1,60–62]. These
maximum important resources: the environment, business and social context—are in fact
those 3P of business (Profit, People, Planet) or the Triple Bottom Line. Hence the corporate
ultimate goal must be a fair balance between these interdependent and equally desirable
sustainability objectives [63–67].
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Organizational decision-makers need relevant information’s related to the correla-
tion between the sustainable development dimensions and a better understanding its
operational implications. Implementation of sustainable development concept generates
improvements and sustains a healthy economy, an ecological and social system for human
development. Likewise, it aims to prioritize and integrate sustainability dimensions models
in overcome human development challenges in a manner that will generate benefits to the
society [45,68–75].

2.1. The Influence of Financial Dimension on Corporate Sustainability

The economic dimension associated with organizational sustainability deals with the
money flow. It analyzes revenues or expenditures, taxes, employment and business diver-
sity factors [76]. Economic sustainability requires organizations to manage different types
of capital, such as financial capital (equity and debt), fixed capital (machinery, land and fur-
niture) and intangible capital, such as reputation and inventions [77]. In essence, economic
sustainability is directly related to financial and economic success of organizations, with
the optimal management of stakeholders [78].

The economic dimension examines the financial conditions based on associated indica-
tors that are essential for corporate governance. Measuring this organizational sustainabil-
ity dimension can be considered as a strategic management instrument used for business
performance assessment. The relation between corporate sustainability and its market
value should be significantly positive. Operational results lead to financial performance;
hence the economic objectives achievement could be evaluated through simple financial
indicators [79,80].

Literature refers to sustainability financial dimension as a sum of gross profit margin,
market share, sales, and sales per employee [81]. Other indicators can be entered in the
register associated with this dimension, such as [67,82]: price/earnings ratio (PE), return
on equity (ROE), efficiency and profitability—return on assets (ROA), return on investment
(ROI), return on sales (ROS), sales growth index (GS), gross sales margin (OM).

2.2. The Influence of Social Dimension on Corporate Sustainability

Corporate sustainability is considered a paradigm and a fundamental solution in
creating a prosperous future for organizations, even if in the pandemic context, social
sustainability issues and problems generated by COVID-19 had affected corporations
and disrupted sustainable development plans [83,84]. Thus, in the literature, there are
studies that bring contributions by including new perspectives on creating an integrated
framework for the dimensions of corporate sustainability, by creating models of integrated
social sustainability with well-argued social sustainability criteria [85–90].

In time it has been necessary to understand the meaning of the social component
associated to sustainable development; hence in literature many scientific studies present
different meanings, objectives, concepts, factors and principles associated to social sustain-
ability, that as can be seen in Table 1.

Table 1. Literature review analysis associated to sustainable development social component.

References Issues Addressed on the Social Dimension Associated to
Sustainable Development

Daly (1992) [91]
social sustainability includes notions as:

equity, empowerment, cultural identity, accessibility, institutional
stability, participation.

UNCSD (1996) [92]
social classification includes the following factors:

poverty, demographic dynamics, human health and settlements,
education and awareness.

UNDESA, (2001) [93] it refers to the following social issues:
equity, health, education, housing, security, population.

Littig and Greissler (2005) [94] sustainability social dimension—major indicators are presented as
follows: life quality, social justice and coherence.
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Table 1. Cont.

References Issues Addressed on the Social Dimension Associated to
Sustainable Development

UNDESA (2007) [95] social classification’s mentioned themes:
poverty, health, demography, education, governance.

Eurostat (2007) [96] there are presented the following issues related to:
social inclusion, public health, demography, good governance.

Chan and Lee (2008) [97]

the following social sustainability factors are identified:
social infrastructure; employment opportunities and accessibility;

urban landscape design; local characteristics preservation; ability to
meet psychological needs.

Magis and Shinn (2009) [98]
it presents the vision of social sustainability by reference to four

universal principles: human well-being, equity, democratic governance
and democratic civil society.

Cuthill (2009) [99]
the following social factors are accepted as key sustainability factors:

social capital, social infrastructure, social justice and equity,
committed governance.

OECD, (2009) [100]
the social “organizational dimension” is viewed through different

indicators such as: equity, social cohesion, economic
self-sufficiency, health.

Vavik and Keitsch (2010) [101] three of the Sustainable Development Goals are addressed to: poverty,
illiteracy, access to participation in decision-making.

Gray (2010) [49]
social sustainability aspects are presented, such as:

human rights, public participation and the rule of law, gender equity
and equality.

Dempsey et al. (2011) [102] the social dimension of sustainability is described through:
social equity and community sustainability.

Vallance et al. (2011) [103]

the following three approaches are proposed: “development
sustainability”, “bridge sustainability”, which ensure that structures

are modified to meet changing needs and “maintenance sustainability”,
that ensures the preservation of useful and functional structures.

Murphy (2012) [7] there are identified four general social concepts: public awareness,
equity, participation and social cohesion.

UN General Assembly (2015) [16]

there are 17 SDGs and 169 targets associated to the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development (United Nations); humanity complex

challenges are addressed through the the five P’s framework: people,
planet, prosperity, peace and partnerships. These P’s cover areas
related to: hunger, health, education, gender equality, water and

sanitation, energy, economic growth, consumption and production,
industry, innovation and infrastructure, climate change, inequality,

sustainable cities and communities, natural resources and peace
and justice.

Holden et al. (2016) [104]
a model of sustainable development based on three moral imperatives
is proposed: satisfaction of human needs, ensuring social equity and

respecting environmental limits.

Missimer et al. (2017) [105] a balanced approach is taken to issues related to: boundary conditions,
similar to the dimension of “human needs and well-being”.

Eizenberg and Jabareen (2017) [106] developing a comprehensive conceptual framework for social
sustainability as: equity, security, eco-prosumption, urban forms.

Tosun and Leininger (2017) [107]
the interconnections between the five SDG themes (food security, water
security, energy security, health security, climate change) and the other

SDGs were analyzed.

Olmsted (2021) [89]
it is argued that in order to ensure social sustainability, it is necessary
to build a system that focuses on recognition, reduction, redistribution,

reinforcement and reward (5Rs) to promote gender equality.

Another important aspect of social dimension that contributes to improve the image of
a socially responsible company and satisfying stakeholders is the communication of social
responsibility information. Good stakeholder relations generally have a positive effect
on companies’ long-term financial performance. A quality audit engagement will limit
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performance management practices [108] and significantly reduce the level of reporting
errors [109]. Also, systematic communication of the financial auditor, with those responsible
for governance, will help to discourage earnings management techniques [110]. The finality
of audit engagement is that the impact of reporting quality in financial auditing has a
significant influence on investors’ decisions, as some researchers argue [111]. If we refer
to social performance, it can also be associated with managerial competences and good
management practices [112].

Based on the performed analyzed literature, it can be noted that some opinions
contribute to creation of an integrated framework of sustainability through new approaches
to the social dimension that are discussed in different contexts.

2.3. Hypotheses Development

Sustainability assessment includes not only the environmental dimension, but also the
assessment of financial and social dimensions—essential for sustainability concept [113].
Due to the growing interest in sustainability, terms such as “social sustainability” and “audit
quality” have become important over time, for all categories of organization’s stakeholders,
as well as for regulators.

Regarding the audit quality (it was considered only the financial audit quality), this
maintains a positive and strong relationship with the degree of trust of various stakehold-
ers [114]; various stakeholders are directly or indirectly linked or affected by the quality of
the audit report.

In order to capitalize on the main research directions of this topic, using VOSviewer
software, we used a bibliometric analysis of the literature, establishing as relevant research
terms, the concepts “social sustainability” and “quality in audit”. Thus, the analysis was
based on the frequency of keywords in the titles and abstracts of scientific articles published
in the period 2000–2021 on the Web of Science (WoS) platform. Were considered relevant a
minimum of 6-word occurrences and of the 642 keywords; VOSviewer software analyze
114 terms that met the threshold, generating six clusters (Figure 1a,b).

Figure 1a highlights the existence of six significant clusters. Hence it could be notice
that the first two represent the biggest groups, integrating 26 elements, respectively 25 ele-
ments. In the first group (red cluster) we find terms related to “quality in audit”, namely:
audit committee, bank, capital market, contribution, economy, environmental disclosure,
financial institution, financial stability, firm size, influence, institutional investor, investor,
limitation, local government, regulator, role, sustainability assurance, etc.

The second group (green cluster) presents the relation between different terms such
as: accounting, application, assessment, assurance, audit firm, corporate reporting, COVID,
CSR, CSR report, disclosure, evolution, external assurance, financial audit, GRI, innovation,
integrated reporting, integrated report, nature, need, organization, principle, social respon-
sibility, etc., finding the affiliation to the social dimension of sustainability. The following
modeled groups include 18 elements and 16 elements, respectively.

The third group (blue cluster) includes terms such as: business model, effort, entity,
environmental information, environmental reporting, financial performance, financial re-
porting, interest, method, opportunity, social audit, etc., focusing on sustainable reporting.

In group four (light green cluster) it could be observed a combined and interrelated
elements, such as: activity, case, expertise, factor, group, guideline, individual, management,
recommendation, resource, society, etc.

The last two groups contain a number of 15 elements, respectively 14 elements. The
fifth group (purple cluster) consists of terms that show the contribution of the audit to
the sustainable performance of companies. These interconnected terms are: assurances
process, assurance provider, assurance statement, auditor, Big4, difference, firm, regulation,
sustainability performance, sustainability report, etc. The last group (light blue cluster) is
characterized by connections between terms specific to “standardization” such as: barrier,
certification, compliance, criterion, dimension, evaluation, motivation, program, ISO, social
practice, strategy, sustainable agriculture, etc.
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From Figure 1b can be extracted information associated to time distribution the key-
word’s appearance in the selected publications.

The analysis results, regarding the literature concepts of “social sustainability” and
“audit quality”, indicates the fact that there is no unanimously accepted definition, but these
concepts are closely related to terms such as sustainability, corporate governance, stake-
holders, performance, CSR, financial information, non-financial information, transparency,
reporting, financial reporting, non-financial reporting, integrated reporting, and so on.

A preliminary conclusion associated to the analyzed aspects leads us to the idea that
the organizations sustainable performance by applying audit tools represents topics of
interest in the scientific research body, even if the search on the Web of Science platform
did not generate many results in this direction. In the context of social sustainability
and transparency of audit information, we consider that the results obtained through
bibliometric analysis bring to the fore a detailed correlation of these concepts with the issue
of organizations sustainability and organizational sustainable performance, this situation
leading to a solid scientific basis for our empirical research.

Based on these relevant studies included in the VOSviewer analysis, we proposed the
following research hypotheses:

H1: The quality of financial audit report increases the transparency of future sustainable reporting

In order to answer to the growing expectations of stakeholder’s companies’ reporting
for being improved, integrated reporting is the common denominator for transparency
and responsibility from issuers of financial and non-financial reporting. The publication
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of sustainability reports by companies precedes integrated reporting; at the end of 2015,
worldwide, over 3.000 Integrated Reports and over 25.000 Sustainability Reports were
made public [115].

Based on the best practices in corporate governance, in the last ten years companies
have had to adopt the sustainable development principles [116], and the use of these
principles requires the achievement of some objectives that protect the environment, social
equity, but also economic/financial prosperity [117]. Achieving these goals is conditioned
by a more transparent reporting of companies in terms of sustainable development [118],
which will eventually lead to information asymmetry reduction [119]. An independent and
objective financial auditor could contribute to reduce information asymmetry, because his
audit opinion provides a measure of the accounting quality [12].

The audit profession role was reconsidered starting from different financial scandals;
hence new auditing standards was necessary to be adopted with the purpose to increase
the audit engagements quality [120]. In order to improve the audit report content and to
increase the financial reporting transparency, the amendments of International Auditing
Standards [IAASB] considered as relevant the inclusion of the Key Audit Matters (KAMs)
as a separate part in the auditor’s report. In the analysis of ownership structure impact for
102 Saudi non-financial listed companies on the audit report lag of firms, it is found that
as managerial ownership increases, the disclosure of the audit report is also delayed [121].
Under these circumstances, the authors recommend reducing the financial reporting gap
which can mitigate information asymmetry and thus contribute to sustainable reporting
and increase investor confidence.

Considering audit report, the financial reporting transparency could be assessed using
the audit opinion, modified or unmodified, elaborated by the financial auditor [122]. An
increased value relevance associated to the audit report that ensure a greater transparency
to support companies’ governance are assured by the KAM introduction in the audit
report content [123–125]. A recent study examines the potential relationship between KAM
reporting and ARL (audit report lag) and its findings show that there is no statistically
significant relationship between the number of KAMs reported by Jordanian audit firms
and audit report lag. But, on the other hand, the research found statistically significant
positive relationships between ARL and audit fees, audit firm size, giving a qualified audit
opinion and company leverage and a statistically significant negative relationship between
ARL and company profitability [126]. Changes in auditing reporting standards have
also been supported by academic researchers [127,128] which agree that audit profession
development is assured by the auditor credibility [129]. Researches results show that
companies for which audit reports were issued without mentioning aspects related to the
going concern issue reported more losses compared to those that reports such aspects [130].

In addition, through the audit report issued, auditors contribute to ensure transparency
of financial and non-financial information published by companies [131] and, hence, to
sustainable development. The most important benefits of transparency in reporting are
related to ethical and responsible behavior, raising awareness of social and environmental
issues, but also increasing the company’s reputation [13]. A high-quality financial audit
contributes to the proper functioning and stability of markets [132,133].

H2: The audit quality has a significant influence on the sustainable corporate performance

Ensuring the sustainable corporate performance is not only related to financial per-
formance, but also aims to fulfill the social and environmental objectives, which involves
resources access for operational activities and redistribution in order to generate cash
flows and therefore to reduce inherent risks [134]. The audit quality can be assessed based
on competence, due care and auditor independence [135], partner’s rotation and audit
engagements results [136], compliance with the ethical principles included in the Inter-
national Federation of Accountants—IFAC [137], audit committee efficiency [138], but
also on gender differences [139]. Recent research shows that the auditor’s brand name
decreases the audit report gap and increases audit quality, and the audit opinion has an
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impact on audit quality if an unqualified audit report has been given. The conclusions
associated to this research show that corporate governance has an impact on financial
reporting timelines [140].

Many authors have analyzed the relationship between performance indicators and
those related to sustainable development [117,141–146] and the results indicates that often
exist a positive relationship between sustainable development and performance indicators
that are reported in subsequent periods. Organizations try to improve their financial perfor-
mance; hence some literature findings [147] indicate that there are significant influences of
some internal factors on financial performance associated to the business processes that are
inconsistent. Also, these findings show that, for non-financial listed companies in Vietnam,
liquidity does not have a significant relationship with the firm’s financial performance.

There are authors who claim that it can take a period of two years for results re-
lated to the sustainable actions implementation, that impact the corporate financial per-
formance [148]. However, companies that have implemented principles of sustainable
development have gained greater competitive advantages compared to companies that
have not applied it [149].

Literature presents the fact that poor management of ESG factors has a negative effect
on reporting entities financial performance [150]. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) infor-
mation reported by companies facilitates the entities’ sustainable development contribution
assessment [151], providing information on the company’s ability to achieve sustainable
development goals. Through Directive 2014/95/EU [152], entities required to make non-
financial statements include social and personnel issues and actions taken to ensure gender
equality, and statutory auditors also examine such information in their missions.

The audit quality has a representative positive effect on companies’ performance
especially in countries with emerging capital markets [11]. The auditor’s membership to
Big 4 group doesn’t guarantee the audit quality, but in one period the associated modified
opinion may increase the audit quality in the following period [153]. Likewise, the financial
audit quality contributes to audit committees’ effectiveness, which leads to a proper corpo-
rate governance and hence to the entity sustainable performance [154]. In addition, audit
committee structure is positively associated with the entity financial size being explained
by the independence audit committee members that ensure an increase in the companies’
sustainable development [155].

H3: Gender equality in audit and accounting profession has a significant influence on the audit
quality, transparency of future sustainable reporting and sustainable corporate performance.

This proposed general hypothesis is also split in three sub-hypotheses as follows:

H3a: Gender equality in audit and accounting profession has a significant influence on the
audit quality.

H3b: Gender equality in audit and accounting profession has a significant influence on the trans-
parency of future sustainable reporting.

H3c: Gender equality in audit and accounting profession has a significant influence on the sustain-
able corporate performance.

Internationally, there are concerns that gender equality can become truly sustainable,
as part of the social dimension of sustainability integrated into business practices, and
this fact are supported by the value relevance of promoting gender equality in the work-
place, by promoting the balanced representation of women and men in decision-making
positions [156–161].

Many literatures analyzed papers focus on gender diversity (rather than female lead-
ership) in stimulating the organizations sustainable performance, gender becoming not an
essentially biological conceptualization of men vs. women, gender positions in professional
life being oriented towards mutual positions [162,163].
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Gender equality is presented in various papers as a multi-factorial and multidimen-
sional concept [164,165] based on specific normative principles (income equality, anti-
poverty, anti-exploitation), being related to the concept of corporate social responsibility,
thus dimensioning itself as a socially constructed category, which underlies the different
dynamics between women and men regarding segregation in a sectorial and technological
context [166–169].

The benchmark for companies’ sustainable reporting, supported by a transparent view
of their activity, is the requirements included in GRI—Global Reporting Initiative [170].
Recent studies have shown that there is a direct relationship between reporting companies
according to GRI standards and the presence of women in management teams [141]. Ac-
counting professionals also contribute to integrated reporting and sustainable development,
as suppliers of financial information or as financial auditors [171].

Comparing Romania with Italy from the professional bodies’ viewpoint, it could
be observed that in higher councils, in Romania only 12% are women, while in Italy are
31% [19]. In the accounting field, in Romania, a percentage of 78% are women, comparing
to Italy where the percentage exceeds by a little 31%. This low percentage of women in
top positions in Romanian professional bodies could be explain by the cultural factors.
Likewise, company internal events and personal ones can be determinants associated to
gender entrepreneurship in the accounting profession [172].

Literature presents also the fact that women are involved in the audit teams of compa-
nies from the Big4 group and less in entrepreneurship by opening accounting office’s [173].
Focusing on the accounting profession in Romania, a study from 2012 rejected the stereo-
type associated to the fact that traditional accountant has a masculine gender [20]. Further
in 2015, another research results identify in Romania that the financial auditor is an en-
trepreneur or freelancer, CAFR member [174].

Recent studies have evaluated the relation between women inclusion in top manage-
ment and companies’ financial behavior [175]; hence the women inclusion on the audit
committee has a positive influence on asset return and a negative influence on risk-taking
behavior. Becker in 2010 [176] analyzed the discrimination caused by employers and hy-
pothesized that female human resource incur psychological costs that employers would
not have if they hired men.

Some studies have shown that professional accountants have a greater aversion to
risk, engage less in unethical behaviors to obtain financial benefits, and their presence on
boards of directors leads rather to reporting lower earnings, thus said, they are more con-
servative [177]. The women presence on the executive board and in the audit function, can
lead to higher audit fees [178,179]; as the women presence percentage on audit committees
increases, so does it risk-taking decreases, fact that indicates a corporate governance better
control [180]. When the boards of companies are mixed, from a gender point of view, and
the women present are independent, it is found that the sustainability reports are of a better
quality [181].

A higher proportion of women on executive boards improve the financial reporting
quality, considering relevant the association evaluation between board members gender
diversity and financial reporting quality. In the case that the number of women on executive
boards is not predominant, but the board chair is female, then the financial reporting is
likely to be improved [182].

In 2020, the Romanian Chamber of Financial Auditors (CAFR) included 4547 individ-
uals’ members and 1019 legal entities. In the individual auditor’s category are 3174 women
and 1373 men [183]. According to the CAFR Annual Reports, the women/men ratio
in the Romanian audit profession is around 70% (2015—72%; 2016—69%; 2017—69%;
2018—69.25%; 2019—69.5%; 2020—69.8%). The ratio was certainly reversed in previous
periods, in Spain, between 1942–1988, only 6% was the percentage of women members
associated to the audit professional bodies [184].

In the beginning years associated to audit profession of certified auditor development,
in Sweden, were notable differences between women’s and men’s performance, career plans,
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and accounting career change [185]. However, accountant stereotype cannot be generalized,
although many research results identified significative differences generated by the gender
variable [186]. In activity exercise of the accounting and auditing field, divisions may
be created and gender differences may be perpetuated, considering the accounting and
auditing technologies through the vocabulary used or through evaluations [187].

Gender differences influence the financial audit quality, financial audit missions per-
formed by men being more qualitative than those performed by women, but after sepa-
rating the positive and negative discretionary commitments, it was found that the quality
differences between the two genders are diminishing [14]. A significant impact associ-
atd to female auditors on KAM section transparency related to audit report is found by
Hussin et al. [188] for a Malaysian firms sample. Regarding the responsibility in the audit
profession, when misstatements are found, Alderman in 2017 [189] finds that women
auditors are more often held accountable, because their professional judgment is often
related to empathy towards the client; while male auditors are accused to be financial
dependent on a particular client. To limit such situations, is proposed the idea of joint audit
for listed companies. Using performance-adjusted discretionary accruals as a proxy for
accrual earnings management, it is concluded that auditors’ teams that includes women
tend to limit the accruals earnings management level, which demonstrates that gender
differences influence the audit and financial reporting quality [139].

3. Research Methodology

The paper aims to estimate the financial audit influence (from audit opinion perspec-
tive, but also from audit engagement quality) on the financial reporting transparency level,
as well as on sustainable corporate performance, considering gender equality. Hence, in a
first step, it was estimated the influence of gender differences on global corporate perfor-
mance, taking into account the financial factors. In the second step it was estimated the
audit report influence, as well as its quality, on the financial reporting transparency increase
of sustainable corporate performance. In the third step it was estimated the influence of
audit engagements quality (considering the correlation between the audit opinion type
and the existence of operations associated to financial statements handling) on sustainable
corporate performance, depending on gender equality.

In order to test and validate research hypotheses, this study proposes a statistical
approach [190]. Hence studied population is identified and the selected relevant sample
is justified; the necessary data were collected and statistical analysis are performed using
ANOVA method and generalized linearized models [190,191].

3.1. Target Population and Sample

In this paper, the studied population is represented by all the companies listed on
the Bucharest Stock Exchange—BSE (www.bvb.ro (accessed on 13 May 2022))—Regulated
Market. For the 2021 financial year, on BSE were 84 listed companies: 27 in the Premium
category, 54 in Standard category and 3 in Int’l category. The considered period, included
in the research analysis, is between 2007 and 2020. In 2007, Romania joined the European
Union and fully adopts European directives on financial reporting. Until 2011, the Roma-
nian companies listed on the regulated market of the BVB reported under the Romanian
Accounting Standards (RAS); starting with 2012, IFRS are in force for the financial reporting
of these companies. Likewise, an unbalanced sample is used in the study to validate the
proposed research hypotheses [191], for financial years 2008–2020—as it can be observed
in Table 2.

www.bvb.ro
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Table 2. Sample size and total observations included in the analysis.

Year Observations Standards

2008 86 RAS
2009 87 RAS
2010 92 RAS
2011 98 RAS
2012 87 IFRS
2013 89 IFRS
2014 87 IFRS
2015 85 IFRS
2016 87 IFRS
2017 86 IFRS
2018 84 IFRS
2019 83 IFRS
2020 82 IFRS

Total sample—firm/year
observations: 1133

For the analyzed sample, 1133 observations were registered (company/year), for
which the data associated with the variables included in the analysis were collected, for the
14 financial years, corresponding to the period 2007 (t − 1) and 2020 (current year). It should
be noted that during this period, there was some new companies listed on the BVB [192].
For this observation the outliers were replaced using the 5 and 95 percentile values.

3.2. Analyzed Variables, Proposed Econometric Models and Data Source

In financial reporting, transparency can be assessed by the most accurate represen-
tation of the financial position and performance [191], without it containing significant
distortions as a consequence of earnings management [193]. By using earning management
techniques, managers consider the manipulation of financial performance [194], with a di-
rect impact on financial reporting transparency. In this case, the assessment of transparency
in financial reporting can be evaluated using accruals [191,195,196]; in this proposed model
financial transparency is assessed just by earnings management reported level:

Change in working capital (∆WC) = ∆Accounts receivables + ∆inventory − ∆Accounts payable − ∆taxes payable +
∆Other net assets

(1)

and,
Earnings (Earn) = ∆WC + Cash flow from operations (CFO) (2)

In this case, the study proposes to evaluate accruals with the help of ∆WC, and accruals
that may be influenced by the decisions of those in charge of governance (Discretionary
Accruals (DAC)), in order to distort the position and financial performance [191] can be
estimated as follows:

DAC = ∆WC − Estim∆WC (3)

where,
Estim∆WC is the accruals value explained based on cash flows from the operating

activity (CFO), respectively:

Estim∆WCt = β0 + β1 · CFOt−1 + β2 · CFOt + β3 · CFOt+1 (4)

and to increase the accuracy of the parameter estimates, the variables included in the model
in Equation (3) were scaled with Total assets (TA):

Estim(∆WC/TAt) = β0 + β1 · CFOt−1/TAt + β2 · CFOt/TAt + β3 · CFOt+1/TAt (5)
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where,
βi = 0,. . . ,3 represent the parameters of regression model, and their significant values

indicate that accruals can be explained by cash flows variation, with a direct impact on
financial reporting transparency increase. Insignificant values of these parameters lead to
the existence of high values of DAC (in absolute value—ABS (DAC)), as an indicator of the
operations use associated to result management with a direct impact on the decrease of
financial reporting transparency.

The quality of a financial audit mission can be assessed by the auditor professional
competence [135], i.e., its ability to detect DAC, as well as membership in Big4 companies’
group [153]. In the study, quality associated to financial audit mission can be assessed by
the following model:

Ln[pt/(1 − pt)] = θ0 + θ1 · ABS(DACt) + θ2 · Big4t + θ3 · ABS(DACt) · Big4t (6)

where,
p represents the probability that the auditor expresses an unmodified opinion at a

given time (t), and otherwise (1 − p) for a modified opinion; Big4 is a dummy variable,
which takes the value 1 if the auditor belongs to Big4 companies group and 0 if not. The
quality of financial audit engagement can be assessed by the combination between the type
of audit opinion and the presence of DAC. High DAC values will decrease the probability
of issuing a clean opinion (p), respectively increase the probability of issuing a modified
opinion (1 − p), and low DAC values will increase the probability of issuing an unmodified
opinion (p), respectively when decreasing the probability of issuing a modified opinion
(1 − p), θi = 0,. . . ,3 represent the parameters of the regression model.

An increase in audit quality contributes to increased transparency in financial report-
ing [133], and by using DAC to assess transparency, according to Equation (3), to test and
validate the H1 research hypothesis, the study proposes the following regression models:

ABS(DACt+1) = δ0 + δ1 · ABS(DACt) + δ2 · pt + δ3 · Big4t + ε (7)

where,
δi=0,. . . ,3 represents parameters of the regression model, ε represents the error variable,

and significant and negative values of the estimates associated to parameters δ2 and δ3
indicate a decrease of DAC in the next period (t + 1), i.e., an increase of the transparency in
sustainable financial reporting.

The financial audit mission quality has a relevant positive effect on the company’s
performance especially in countries with emerging capital markets [11]. Hence to test and
validate the second research hypothesis, the study starts from the following model [67,197]
which analyzes the influence of determinants on overall financial performance, measured
using the return of equity ratio (ROE) [198]:

ROE = γ0 + γ1 · ROA + γ2 ·FL + ε (8)

where,
FL represents financial leverage, γ0 is a constant, γ1 and γ2 are regression model

parameters, and ε is the error term, a random variable, where ε~(0;1),
and,

Estim(ROE) = ROE − ε = γ0 + γ1 · ROA + γ2 ·FL (9)

namely, that part of ROE that can be explained by the efficiency of operating activity and
financing policy chosen by the firm. Starting from Equations (7) and (9), for the influence
analysis of the audit mission quality on the company overall performance, in the study it’s
proposed the model:

Estim(ROEt) = δ0 + δ1 · ABS(DACt) + δ2 · pt + δ3 · Big4t + ε (10)
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where,
δi=0,. . . ,3 represents the regression model parameters, ε represents the error variable,

and significant and positive values of the estimates associated to parameters δ2 and δ3
indicate an increase in ROE depending on the audit mission quality, and insignificant
values of δ1 indicate that operations of earnings management do not influence the company
overall financial performance.

For testing and validating the third research hypothesis, starting from the models in
Equations (7) and (10), we will introduce three more new dummy variables, related to
auditor type and professional accountant which is responsible for preparing and reporting
process associated to the financial statement (Chief Executive Officer—CEO and Chief
Financial Officer—CFO), as follows:

Estim(ROEt) = δ0 + δ1 · ln[ABS(DACt)] + δ2 · pt + δ3 · Big4t + δ4 · Gen_Auditort + δ5 · Gen_CFOt + δ6 · Gen_CEOt
+ δ7 · ln[ABS(DACt)] · Gen_Auditort + δ8 · ln[ABS(DACt)] · Gen_CFOt + +δ9 · ln[ABS(DACt)] · Gen_CEOt +

δ10 · pt · Gen_Auditort + δ11 · Big4t · Gen_Auditort + ε

(11)

where,
δi=0,. . .,11 represents the regression model parameters, ε represents the error variable,

and Gen_Auditor, Gen_CEO and Gen_CFO are three dummy variables that have value 1
when the gender of professional accountant or auditor is feminine and 0 otherwise, at
time t. Significant values of the estimates associated to parameters δi= 5,. . .,11 indicate that
gender of professional accountant responsible for preparation and reporting process of
company’s financial statements, as well as the auditor gender have a significant influence
on the company overall financial performance.

To test the influence of gender differences on audit missions’ quality, starting from the
model in Equation (6), in the study we propose the following model:

Ln[pt/(1−pt)] = θ0 + θ1 · ln[ABS(DACt)] + θ2 · Big4t + θ3 · Gen_Auditort + θ4 · Gen_CFOt + +θ5 · Gen_CEOt +
θ6 · ln[ABS(DACt)] · Gen_Auditort + θ7 · ln[ABS(DACt)] · Gen_CFOt + θ8 · ln[ABS(DACt)] · Gen_CEOt

(12)

where,
θi=0,. . .,8 represents the regression model parameters, and significant values of the

estimates associated to parameters s θi=3,. . .,8 indicates gender differences in the audit
engagement quality.

The data were collected manually from the individual financial statements of the
Romanian companies, listed on BSE—(https://bvb.ro/ (accessed on 13 May 2022)), and
their analysis was performed using IBM SPSS 25.0 software.

4. Results and Discussion

The main results presented in the study aims to obtain (i) a series of descriptive
statistics related to the variables introduced in the analysis, (ii) the parameters estimates
associated to the proposed regression models as well as the statistics associated with
them, with the help of which the three proposed research hypotheses can be fully or
partially validated.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

For the variables included in the analysis, in Table 3 could be observed the descriptive
statistics, based on could characterized the studied population.

https://bvb.ro/


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14033 15 of 28

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for financial performance and position variables included in the analysis.

Year N
ROE ROA FL

Mean Std.
Dev. Min Max Mean Std.

Dev. Min Max Mean Std.
Dev. Min Max

2008 86 0.027 0.217 −0.825 0.931 0.028 0.218 −1.843 0.250 1.078 2.054 −6.974 10.199
2009 87 −0.079 0.926 −8.502 0.456 0.034 0.084 −0.275 0.333 1.293 3.100 −4.174 23.326
2010 92 −0.0299 0.551 −3.625 1.490 0.025 0.082 −0.279 0.268 1.100 2.805 −7.532 11.961
2011 98 0.026 1.826 −12.006 10.725 0.003 0.184 −1.102 0.336 2.258 17.406 −49.949 160.688
2012 87 0.189 0.824 −1.099 4.837 0.014 0.101 −0.384 0.342 0.518 5.505 −34.548 17.152
2013 89 0.090 0.401 −0.980 2.859 −0.001 0.111 −0.703 0.215 0.548 3.690 −17.282 16.322
2014 87 0.037 0.304 −1.378 1.687 0.020 0.091 −0.495 0.166 0.742 3.717 −21.576 15.926
2015 85 −0.216 1.637 −13.612 1.131 0.058 0.387 −1.438 2.825 2.647 15.366 −9.944 137.338
2016 87 0.162 1.207 −4.289 10.130 0.013 0.154 −1.115 0.528 0.004 6.996 −54.592 17.629
2017 86 −0.056 1.934 −16.093 6.844 0.039 0.244 −0.330 2.105 0.092 4.439 −29.132 14.743
2018 84 0.851 5.965 −0.232 54.580 0.020 0.163 −0.860 0.472 −0.441 5.957 −37.522 9.864
2019 83 0.080 0.1836 −0.627 0.769 0.039 0.099 −0.418 0.453 0.480 2.752 −8.206 10.335
2020 82 0.034 0.233 −1.489 0.705 0.022 0.097 −0.264 0.413 1.394 8.176 −5.282 72.177

Total 1133 0.084 1.927 −16.093 54.580 0.024 0.176 −1.843 2.825 0.915 7.963 −54.592 160.688

From Table 3, variables that describe financial performance are represented by ROE
and ROA. Positive values of these indicators describe the existence of financial performance
associated to the companies included in the sample. Negative values of ROE and ROA
indicate that companies report losses in financial and operating activities due to financial
crisis and national political regulations.

The FL (financial leverage) is the indicator that describes the capital structure of the
company or the degree of indebtness. Positive and high values of this indicator reflect a
high level of indebtness. Positive and low values of this indicator reflect low values of
indebtness and the use of equities in financing investments and operational cycle. Negative
values of this indicator reflect the existence of negative equities due to retained losses.
For the analyzed sample financial leverage has positive high values in the years that are
affected by global financial crisis and national political regulations. Descriptive statistics
for the financial transparency variables included in the analysis are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for financial transparency variables included in the analysis.

Year N
∆WC/At CFO/At ABS (DAC)

Mean Std.
Dev. Min Max Mean Std.

Dev. Min Max Mean Std.
Dev. Min Max

2008 86 −0.008 0.170 −0.642 0.709 0.020 0.084 −0.289 0.232 1.751 1.609 0.031 9.123
2009 87 −0.058 0.195 −0.936 0.858 0.037 0.088 −0.224 0.371 1.695 1.718 0.098 8.837
2010 92 0.002 0.168 −0.402 0.682 0.034 0.095 −0.371 0.279 1.789 1.859 0.019 11.010
2011 98 −6.250 60.973 −603.659 0.795 0.024 0.099 −0.496 0.289 8.010 60.791 0.003 603.272
2012 87 9.711 139.948 −353.042 894.669 0.022 0.094 −0.414 0.210 28.760 135.961 0.030 894.649
2013 89 −9.133 70.898 −653.034 0.307 0.044 0.075 −0.141 0.349 10.531 70.651 0.010 652.263
2014 87 −0.047 0.139 −0.748 0.282 0.039 0.083 −0.298 0.253 1.689 1.5063 0.034 9.358
2015 85 0.057 0.754 −1.957 4.764 0.062 0.139 −0.114 1.070 2.053 3.096 0.072 26.029
2016 87 12.937 121.085 −0.401 1129.368 0.043 0.111 −0.719 0.385 14.578 120.460 0.005 1125.013
2017 86 −0.043 0.204 −0.816 1.191 0.031 0.084 −0.214 0.319 1.638 1.635 0.034 7.611
2018 84 −5.310 48.254 −442.295 0.658 0.040 0.114 −0.442 0.291 7.227 48.063 0.022 441.970
2019 83 −0.039 0.186 −0.730 1.026 0.040 0.080 −0.251 0.291 1.576 1.494 0.046 8.181
2020 82 −0.114 0.385 −3.130 0.274 0.056 0.073 −0.155 0.216 1.645 1.158 0.051 5.442

Total 1133 0.069 59.280 −653.034 1129.368 0.038 0.096 −0.719 1.070 6.435 58.663 0.003 1125.013

Change in working capital scaled by total assets (∆WC/At) and cash flow from
operation scaled by total assets are the main indicators that are used to estimate the use of
discretionary accruals in financial reporting—DAC [153]. In the analysis absolute values of
DAC were used—ABS(DAC); high values of ABS(DAC) indicate the absence of financial
transparency and low values of ABS(DAC) the existence of financial transparency.
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4.2. The Influence of Audit Engagement Quality on the Transparency in Financial Reporting

In financial reporting, financial transparency could be assessed by using the model
from Equation (6), where p represents the probability that the auditor expresses an unmodi-
fied opinion at a given time (t), and otherwise (1-p) for a modified opinion.

From Table 5 it can be observed that an auditor from B4 category has the intention to
provide a modified opinion based on the collected audit evidence. This modified opinion
is correlated with high values of ln[Abs(DACt)] that indicate the low transparency in
financial reporting.

Table 5. Parameters estimates for transparency assessment model.

Variables in the Equation B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp (B)

Step 1 a

Auditor type_B4(1) 0.040 0.139 0.083 1 0.773 1.041
ln[Abs(DACt)] 0.023 0.120 0.038 1 0.845 1.041
Abs(DACt) by Auditor type_B4(1) 0.233 * 0.173 1.823 1 0.100 1.262
Constant 0.937 0.086 119.399 1 0.000 2.553

Model Summary Cox & Snell R Square: 0.016 Nagelkerke R Square: 0.024
a Variable(s) entered on step 1: Auditor type_B4, Abs(DACt), Abs(DACt) × Auditor type_B4. * significant value
for a 10% risk level.

The model from Equation (7) was used to analyze the influence of this low level asso-
ciated to transparency on the future financial reporting transparency. This model explains
that the present transparency, the probability that the auditor provides an unmodified
opinion at present time and auditor affiliation to B4 group have a significant influence of
the future transparency in financial reporting, as it was shown in other studies results [140].

From Table 6 it could be observed the degree of future financial transparency in
financial reporting, measured by ABS(DACt+1), by auditor type. In the present, the auditor
affiliation to B4 group contribute to a low levels of ABS(DACt+1) comparative with the
auditor that doesn’t have a B4 affiliation. This indicates that companies which are current
audited by B4 auditors tend to increase their future transparency in financial reporting
comparative with the companies that are audited by non B4 auditors, as it was shown in
other studies results [108,110,199,200].

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for absolute values of estimated discretionary accruals ABS(DACt+1).

By Auditor Type Mean Std. Deviation N

NB4 7.466365 65.0710541 698
B4 5.686695 47.2018141 435

Total 6.783085 58.8394263 1133

For testing H1 research hypothesis, in the analysis the model from Equation (7)
was used.

In Table 7 can be seen that high values of Abs(DACt) in current period have a signifi-
cant influence in logarithmic on the future Abs(DACt+1). This indicates that the absence
of financial transparency in financial reporting in the current period could significantly
influence the persistence of transparency absence associate to financial reporting. This
could be explained by auditor affiliation to NB4 group, with a negative impact on the audit
engagement quality and low probabilities (p) to express unmodified audit opinions. Com-
panies with low probabilities associate to unmodified audit opinion in current period tend
to have high values of ABS(DACt+1), that means low degree of future financial transparency
in financial reporting.
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Table 7. Parameters estimates for H1 research hypothesis model.

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Intercept −62.051 51.003 −1.217 0.224 −162.284 38.182
Ln[Abs(DACt)] −5.142 * 2.477 −2.076 0.038 −10.010 −0.275

[Auditor type_NB4=0] −4.532 4.100 −1.105 0.270 −12.589 3.525
[Auditor type_B4=1] 0 a . . . . .

p 95.653 * 71.198 1.122 0.100 −44.269 235.574

Dependent Variable: ABS (DACt+1)

Model Summary R: 0.108; R Square: 0.012; Adjusted R Square: 0.005
a This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. * significant value for a 10% risk level.

4.3. Audit Engagement Quality Influence on Corporate Sustainable Performance

In this study, corporate sustainable performance is assessed by ROE that is estimated
using the model from Equation (9): ROE under the influence of ROA (as a performance in-
dicator for operating activities) and FL (as an indicator for capital structure). The estimated
ROE was used as a proxy for corporate sustainable performance and in Equation (10) there
was tested the influence of audit engagement quality (expressed by ABS(DAC), p and Big4
variables) on corporate sustainable performance.

In Table 8 are presented the descriptive statistics for predicted ROE by auditor type.

Table 8. Descriptive statistics for predicted ROE.

By Auditor Type Mean Std. Deviation N

NB4 0.1377 1.31489 698
B4 −0.0030 0.74709 435

Total 0.0837 1.13280 1133

The descriptive statistics from Table 6 indicate that companies with high values of ROE
are audited by non-Big4 auditors (NB4) and companies with low values of ROE are audited
by B4 companies. Likewise, ROE is known as an indicator to assess financial performance
risk [180]. In this condition companies with high risk (low values of ROE) are audited by
auditors from B4 due to their comprehensive competency in the field, and companies with
low risk (high value of ROE) could be audited by other auditors.

In Table 9 there are presented the parameters estimates for the model that tests the
influence of financial transparency and auditor type on sustainable corporate performance.

Table 9. Parameters estimates for H2 research hypothesis model by ABS(DAC) and auditor type.

Parameter b B Std. Error t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Intercept −0.909 0.724 −1.257 0.209 −2.331 0.512
ln[Abs(DACt)] −0.091 * 0.032 −2.590 0.010 −0.160 −0.022

[Auditor type_NB4=0] −0.087 ** 0.058 −1.488 0.138 −0.201 0.028
[Auditor type_B4=1] 0 a . . . . .

p 1.327 ** 1.010 1.314 0.150 −0.658 3.312

Model Summary R: 0.144; R Square: 0.021; Adjusted R Square: 0.014
a This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. b Estim(ROE) is the dependent variable. * significant value
for 5% risk level. ** significant value for 20% risk level.

In Table 9, the estimate for Abs(DACt) (as an indicator for transparency in financial
reporting; low values indicate the presence of financial transparency, high values otherwise)
has negative value witch express that low levels of financial transparency would determine
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a decrease in corporate sustainable performance. Being audited by NB4 auditors, companies
are characterized by low levels of financial risk and in this condition, they could register
high levels of ROE and implicitly of corporate sustainable performance. This is also
completed by the auditor opinion: high values of p which indicate an unmodified opinion
increase financial transparency and decrease the financial risk with a positive impact
of ROE.

In the same time corporate sustainable performance could be improved by audit qual-
ity, through the influence of audit committee effectiveness, supported by independent and
diverse members [198]. Likewise, these factors could limit risk-taking occurrence [180,201].

4.4. Gender Differences Influences on Corporate Sustainable Performance and Audit Quality

To test the influence of gender equality in audit and accounting profession on sus-
tainable corporate performance and audit quality, the models from Equations (11) and (12)
were used. In the first step it was evaluated the influence of gender equality on corporate
performance and in the second step its influence on the audit quality, based on financial
reporting transparency.

In Table 10 is presented the estimates for the parameters associated to the model
from Equation (11). From this table it can be assessed that Abs(DACt) (as a proxy for
financial reporting transparency)and CEO (Chief Executive Officer) gender have significant
influences on corporate sustainable performance, and all the other variables haven’t a
significant influence at all. Also, a low level of transparency in financial reporting (based
on high values of Abs(DACt)) has a positive impact on corporate sustainable performance
(based on high values of Estim(ROEt)) in current period: an increase in Abs(DACt) will
decrease the Estim(ROEt) for companies with a male CEO. This issue is completed by the
fact the companies with a male CFO tend to increase corporate sustainable performance.
A sensitive analysis proves that companies that have a male CFO tend to have higher
corporate sustainable performance compared to companies with female CFO.

Table 10. Parameters estimates for H3 research hypothesis model (gender differences influence on
corporate sustainable performance).

Parameter b B Std. Error t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Intercept 1.165 2.546 0.457 0.647 −3.831 6.161
ln[Abs(DACt)] 0.133 0.173 0.771 0.441 −0.206 0.472

p −1.493 3.485 −0.428 0.668 −8.330 5.345
[Auditor type_NB4=0] 0.097 0.133 0.725 0.469 −0.165 0.358
[Auditor type_B4=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_Audit Male=0] −3.166 3.022 −1.048 0.295 −9.096 2.764

[Gen_Audit Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CFO Male=0] 0.117 * 0.069 1.691 0.091 −0.019 0.252

[Gen_CFO Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CEO Male=0] −0.004 0.123 −0.032 0.975 −0.245 0.238

[Gen_CEO Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CFO Male=0] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0.003 0.084 0.034 0.973 −0.162 0.167

[Gen_CFO Female=1] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CEO Male=0] × ln[Abs(DACt)] −0.254 * 0.140 −1.820 0.069 −0.528 0.020

[Gen_CEO Female=1] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_Audit Male=0] × ln[Abs(DACt)] −0.011 0.146 −0.077 0.939 −0.298 0.276

[Gen_Audit Female=1] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0 a . . . . .
[Auditor type_NB4=0] × [Gen_Audit Male=0] 0.108 0.159 0.680 0.496 −0.204 0.420

[Audit_NB4=0] × [Gen_Audit Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Auditor type_B4=1] × [Gen_Audit Male=0] 0 a . . . . .

[Auditor type_B4=1] × [Gen_Audit Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_Audit Male=0] × p 4.094 4.150 0.987 0.324 −4.048 12.236

[Gen_Audit Female=1] × p 0 a . . . . .

Model Summary R Square: 0.016; Adjusted R Square: 0.006

a This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. b Estim(ROEt) is the dependent variable. * significant value
for 10% risk level.
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Transparency model from Equation (12) was used to test gender differences on audit
quality and financial reporting.

The results reported in Table 11 describe the influence of gender differences on audit
quality and financial reporting transparency. From the analyzed sample it can be observed
that ln[Abs(DACt)], Auditor type, CEO Gender and ln[Abs(DACt)] by CEO gender has a
significant influence on the probability (p) that the auditor expresses an unmodified opinion
at a given time (t). A decrease in Abs(DACt) could determine an increase in the probability
to have quality in audit engagement, fact that it is more evident for the companies that
have a CEO female manager; other studies indicates similar results [202].

Table 11. Parameters estimates for H3 research hypothesis model (gender differences influence on
audit quality and financial reporting transparency—p).

Parameter b and c B Std. Error t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound

Intercept 0.732 0.002 331.010 0.000 0.728 0.736
ln[Abs(DACt)] 0.023 * 0.002 10.525 0.000 0.019 0.028

[Auditor type_NB4=0] −0.012 * 0.001 −10.804 0.000 −0.014 −0.010
[Auditor type_B4=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_Audit Male=0] 0.001 0.001 0.459 0.647 −0.002 0.003

[Gen_Audit Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CFO Male=0] 0.001 0.001 1.065 0.287 −0.001 0.003

[Gen_CFO Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CEO Male=0] −0.006 * 0.002 −3.129 0.002 −0.010 −0.002

[Gen_CEO Female=1] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_Audit Male=0] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0.000 0.002 −0.254 0.800 −0.003 0.003

[Gen_Audit Female=1] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CFO Male=0] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0.002 * 0.001 1.687 0.092 0.000 0.005

[Gen_CFO Female=1] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0 a . . . . .
[Gen_CEO Male=0] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0.003 0.002 1.409 0.159 −0.001 0.007

[Gen_CEO Female=1] × ln[Abs(DACt)] 0 a . . . . .

Model Summary R Square: 0.617; Adjusted R Square: 0.615

a This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. b Variable(s) entered on step 1: ln[Abs(DACt)],
Audit_B4, Gen_Audit, Gen_CFO, Gen_CEO, Abs(DACt)] * Gen_Audit, ln[Abs(DACt)] * Gen_CFO, ln[Abs(DACt)]
* Gen_CEO. c Ln[pt/(1−pt)] is the dependent variable. * significant value for 10% risk level.

Compared to other Eastern countries, for Polish listed companies the greater gender
diversity is positively associated with an improved financial reporting quality. In the
same context a percentage of women in executive board between 10% and 40% should be
necessary for the company’s sustainable development [182].

5. Conclusions

Company performance evaluation no longer takes into account only aspects of a
financial and economic nature. Reporting favorable financial indicators is still an important
concern of listed companies, but they have learned to be opportunistic and try to please
a wider range of involved parties. Thus, financial reporting is supplemented with more
and more non-financial elements and investments, operational activity, plus companies’
behavior/the people who represent them try to take into account more and more elements
such as sustainable development, with all the aspects that this entails.

Corporate sustainability is a very current topic, both from the perspective of company’s
current actions and, above all, from the research perspective in many fields, including those
in accounting, finance, auditing, governance or gender studies.

For the companies’ activity sustainability approach, numerous authors have proposed
its financial dimensions (measured by using some classic indicators such as profit margin,
sales, EPS, ROE, ROA ROI), but also the social dimensions analysis for which the indicators
list is extremely rich and refers, in general, to equity, education, health, security, population,
and so on, with numerous proxies that allow their inclusion in econometric models.

This study aims to introduce the analysis of financial audit reports in measuring
the degree of corporate sustainability; it also focused on the gender variable, regarding
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the CEO and CFO, but also the audit partner who signs the financial audit report for
listed companies.

The analyzed population is represented by Romanian companies listed on BSE regu-
lated market, for the period 2007–2020. Year 2007 was chosen as the starting date, because
this is the first year of Romania’s membership in the EU. The sample is unbalanced and
contains 1133 observations. In the case of financial auditing, the Romanian context is
unique because the professional body is coordinated by the Chamber of Financial Auditors
of Romania (CFAR), as an independent body, but the mandatory audit is under the regula-
tions of Statutory Audit Public Oversight Authority. Likewise, for the CFRA members the
women or men ratio in the audit profession has a significant proportion compared with the
others EU counties.

The first research hypothesis aims to analyze the impact of financial audit quality
on the sustainable reporting transparency. From the proposed model, in which the level
of transparency is measured using ABS(DAC) discretionary commitments, it results that
firms audited by B4 show a more sustained tendency to increase transparency in financial
reporting, compared to firms audited by NB4; also, low levels of transparency tend to
persist over time.

The second hypothesis that was proposed to be tested refers to the financial audit qual-
ity influence on sustainable corporate performance. Measuring this sustainable corporate
performance with ROE, influenced by ROA and FL, it was found that unqualified audit
opinion increases financial transparency and decreases financial risk, with positive effects
on ROE.

The hypothesis that aims to test the gender variable also takes into account the fact that
gender equality in auditing and accounting has a significant influence on the audit quality,
on the sustainable reporting transparency and on the sustainable corporate performance. It
was identified that financial transparency, approximated by discretionary commitments,
CFO and CEO gender have a significant influence on sustainable corporate performance,
without other variables impacting this indicator. The study analysis, relatively divergent
from most of the literature results, indicates that the presence of a male CFO contributes to
better sustainable corporate performance.

The research results could be useful for Chamber of Financial Auditors of Romania, as
a national independent body, and for the Statutory Audit Public Oversight Authority, in
order to increase the audit engagements quality and to develop the sustainable corporate
performance through financial transparency and gender equality.

Based on this research results findings, the practical recommendations for auditors are
to be more carefully in audit engagement planning stage, taking into account factors related
to the management leadership style, such as the CFO and CEO gender. In addition, it is
recommended that audit teams should be mixed in order to support, to some extent, the
social dimension of sustainable development. Hence, we can appreciate that this research
contributes to knowledge development that demonstrates the significant influence of gen-
der on audit quality, i.e., transparency and sustainable reporting performance of companies,
which will lead, overall, to SDGs achievement and specifically to the achievement of SDG 5:
Gender Equality.

For further research directions, it would be extremely useful to extend the analysis
to several countries with relatively similar developments in the same geographical area
(Central and Eastern Europe), but also to introduce new variables to measure financial
transparency, audit quality, sustainable corporate performance. The research limits consist
mainly in the few companies that form the analyzed population, due to the small size
of Romanian financial market and all these limits can represent as many avenues for
future research.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 14033 21 of 28

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.I., M.G. and I.-B.R.; Formal analysis, I.-B.R. and I.V.H.;
Funding acquisition, M.I., M.G. and C.C.M.; Investigation, M.I. and I.-B.R.; Methodology, I.-B.R. and
I.V.H.; Software, I.-B.R., A.V. and I.V.H.; Supervision, M.I., I.-B.R. and I.V.H.; Validation, M.I., I.-B.R.
and I.V.H.; Writing—original draft, M.I., M.G., I.-B.R., I.V.H. and C.C.M.; Writing—review & editing,
M.I., I.-B.R., A.V. and I.V.H. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the
manuscript.

Funding: The APC was funded by (i) Alexandru Ioan Cuza University of Ias, i, Romania and
(ii) Academy of Romanian Scientists, Bucharest, Romania.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED). Our Common Future; Oxford University Press: New York, NY,

USA, 1987.
2. Tomislav, K. The Concept of Sustainable Development: From its Beginning to the Contemporary Issues. Zagreb Int. Rev. Econ. Bus.

2018, 21, 67–94. [CrossRef]
3. Drexhage, J.; Murphy, D. Sustainable Development: From Brundtland to Rio 2012. In: United Nations Headquarters, 1st

Meeting by the High Level Panel on Global Sustainability, United Nations, New York, 2010. Available online: http://
www.surdurulebilirkalkinma.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Background_on_Sustainable_Development.pdf (accessed on
30 September 2021).

4. Dernbach, J.C. Achieving sustainable development: The Centrality and multiple facets of integrated decision making. Indiana J.
Glob. Leg. Stud. 2003, 10, 247–285. [CrossRef]

5. Missimer, M.; Robèrt, K.H.; Broman, G. A strategic approach to social sustainability—Part 1: Exploring the social system. J. Clean.
Prod. 2017, 140, 32–41. [CrossRef]

6. Mensah, J. Sustainable development: Meaning, history, principles, pillars, and implications for human action: Literature review.
Cogent Soc. Sci. 2019, 5, 1653531. [CrossRef]

7. Murphy, K. The social pillar of sustainable development: A literature review and framework for policy analysis. Sustain. Sci.
Pract. Policy 2012, 8, 15–29. [CrossRef]

8. Stent, W.; Dowler, T. Early Assessments of the Gap between Integrated Reporting and Current Corporate Reporting. Meditari
Account. Res. 2015, 23, 92–117. [CrossRef]

9. Owen, G. Integrated Reporting: A Review of Developments and Their Implications for the Accounting Curriculum. Account.
Educ. 2013, 22, 340–356. [CrossRef]

10. Bostan, I.; Grosu, V. The Role of Internal Audit in Optimization of Corporate Governance at the Groups of Companies. Theor.
Appl. Econ. 2010, 2, 89–110.

11. Sailendra, S.; Murwaningsari, E.; Mayangsari, S. The Influence of Free Float Shares and Audit Quality on Company Performance:
Evidence from Indonesia. Audit Financ. 2019, 2, 274–282. [CrossRef]

12. IAASB. Handbook of International Quality Control, Auditing, Review, Other Assurance, and Related Services Pronouncements; Interna-
tional Federation of Accountants: New York, NY, USA, 2020; Volume I, Available online: https://www.ifac.org/system/files/
publications/files/IAASB-2020-Handbook-Volume-1.pdf (accessed on 30 September 2021).

13. Athayasri, N.; Nor, W. Indonesia’s Accounting Majors Perceptions on the Benefits of Sustainability Reporting. In 1st Annual
Management, Business and Economic Conference, AMBEC 2019, 29–30 August 2019, Batu, Indonesia; Advances in Economics, Business
and Management Research Series; Atlantis Press: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2019. [CrossRef]

14. Yang, T.; del Carmen Triana, M. Set Up to Fail: Explaining When Women-Led Businesses Are More Likely to Fail. J. Manag. 2019,
45, 926–954. [CrossRef]

15. Núñez, R.B.C.; Bandeira, P.; Santero-Sanchez, R. Social Economy, Gender Equality at Work and the 2030 Agenda: Theory and
Evidence from Spain. Sustainability 2020, 12, 5192. [CrossRef]

16. UN General Assembly. Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Resolution Adopted by
the General Assembly 25 September 2015. New York: United Nations. Available online: https://www.eea.europa.eu/policy-
documents/resolution-adopted-by-the-general (accessed on 30 September 2021).

17. Ali, S.M.; Appolloni, A.; Cavallaro, F.; D’Adamo, I.; Di Vaio, A.; Ferella, F.; Gastaldi, M.; Ikram, M.; Kumar, N.M.; Martin, M.A.;
et al. Development Goals towards Sustainability. Sustainability 2023, 15, 9443. [CrossRef]

18. Michailidis, M.P.; Morohitou, R.N.; Theophylatou, I. Women at work equality versus inequality: Barriers for advancing in the
workplace. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2012, 23, 4231–4245. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.2478/zireb-2018-0005
http://www.surdurulebilirkalkinma.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Background_on_Sustainable_Development.pdf
http://www.surdurulebilirkalkinma.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Background_on_Sustainable_Development.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2979/gls.2003.10.1.247
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.170
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2019.1653531
https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908081
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-02-2014-0026
https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2013.817798
https://doi.org/10.20869/AUDITF/2019/154/010
https://www.ifac.org/system/files/publications/files/IAASB-2020-Handbook-Volume-1.pdf
https://www.ifac.org/system/files/publications/files/IAASB-2020-Handbook-Volume-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2991/aebmr.k.200415.015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316685856
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125192
https://www.eea.europa.eu/policy-documents/resolution-adopted-by-the-general
https://www.eea.europa.eu/policy-documents/resolution-adopted-by-the-general
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15129443
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.665071


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14033 22 of 28

19. Del Baldo, M.; Tiron-Tudor, A.; Fargalla, A. Women’s Role in the Accounting Profession: A Comparative Study between Italy and
Romania. Adm. Sci. 2019, 9, 2. [CrossRef]

20. Istrate, C. Gender issues in Romanian accounting profession. Rev. Econ. Bus. Stud. 2012, 5, 21–45.
21. Dimnik, T.; Felton, S. Accountant stereotypes in movies distributed in North America in the twentieth century. Account. Organ.

Soc. 2006, 31, 129–155. [CrossRef]
22. Thomas, D.; Kai, H. Beyond the Business Case for Corporate Sustainability. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2002, 11, 130–141. [CrossRef]
23. Boto-Álvarez, A.; García-Fernández, R. Implementation of the 2030 Agenda Sustainable Development Goals in Spain. Sustainability

2020, 12, 2546. [CrossRef]
24. Eagly, A.H.; Gartzia, L.; Carli, L.L. Female Advantage. In The Oxford Handbook of Gender in Organizations; Kumra, S., Simpson, R.,

Burke, R., Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2004; pp. 153–166.
25. Pfau-Effinger, B. Socio-historical paths of the male breadwinner model—An explanation of cross-national differences. Br. J. Sociol.

2004, 55, 377–399. [CrossRef]
26. Bustelo, M. Three Decades of State Feminism and Gender Equality Policies in Multi-governed Spain. Sex Roles 2014, 74, 107–120.

[CrossRef]
27. Gartzia, L. Gender Equality in Business Action: A Multi-Agent Change Management Approach. Sustainability 2021, 13, 6209.

[CrossRef]
28. Bulmer, E.; Riera, M.; Rodríguez, R. The Importance of Sustainable Leadership amongst Female Managers in the Spanish Logistics

Industry: A Cultural, Ethical and Legal Perspective. Sustainability 2021, 13, 6841. [CrossRef]
29. Gonzalez-Perez, M.A.; Leonard, L. The Global Compact: Corporate Sustainability in the Post 2015 World. Adv. Sustain. Environ.

Justice 2015, 17, 1–19. [CrossRef]
30. Engert, S.; Rauter, R.; Baumgartner, R.J. Exploring the integration of corporate sustainability into strategic management: A

literature review. J. Clean. Prod. 2016, 112, 2833–2850. [CrossRef]
31. Manrique, S.; Marti-Ballester, C. Analyzing the Effect of Corporate Environmental Performance on Corporate Financial Perfor-

mance in Developed and Developing Countries. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1957. [CrossRef]
32. Christ, K.L.; Burritt, R.L.; Varsei, M. Coopetition as a Potential Strategy for Corporate Sustainability. Bus. Strat. Environ. 2017, 26,

1029–1040. [CrossRef]
33. International Organization for Standardization. The ISO Survey of Management System Standard Certifications—2018; ISO: Geneva,

Switzerland, 2018.
34. Ajmal, M.M.; Khan, M.; Hussain, M.; Helo, P.T. Conceptualizing and incorporating social sustainability in the business world. Int.

J. Sustain. Dev. World Ecol. 2018, 25, 327–339. [CrossRef]
35. Global Reporting Initiative. Consolidated Set of GRI Sustainability Reporting Standards; GRI: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2018.
36. Hutchins, M.J.; Richter, J.S.; Henry, M.L.; Sutherland, J.W. Development of indicators for the social dimension of sustainability in

a U.S. business context. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 212, 687–697. [CrossRef]
37. Du Pisani, J.A. Sustainable development—Historical roots of the concept. Environ. Sci. 2006, 3, 83–96. [CrossRef]
38. Spangenberg, J. Assessing Social Sustainability: Social Sustainability and Its Multicriteria Assessment in a Sustainability Scenario

for Germany. Int. J. Innovation & Sustainable Development 2006, 1, 318–348. [CrossRef]
39. DESA-UN. The Sustainable Development Goals Report 2017. Available online: https://undesa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/

MapSeries/index.html (accessed on 15 September 2021).
40. Gossling-Goidsmiths, J. Sustainable Development Goals and Uncertainty Visualization. Master’s Thesis, University of Twente,

Enschede, The Netherlands, 2018.
41. Cerin, P. Bringing economic opportunity into line with environmental influence: A discussion on the coase theorem and the

Porter and van der Linde hypothesis. Ecol. Econ. 2006, 56, 209–225. [CrossRef]
42. Benaim, A.; Collins, A.C.; Raftis, L. The Social Dimension of Sustainable Development: Guidance and Application. Master’s

Thesis, Blekinge Institute of Technology, Karlskrona, Sweden, 2008.
43. Ukaga, U.; Maser, C.; Reichenbach, M. Sustainable development: Principles, frameworks, and case studies. Int. J. Sustain. High.

Educ. 2011, 12. [CrossRef]
44. Shepherd, E.; Milner-Gulland, E.J.; Knight, A.T.; Ling, M.A.; Darrah, S.; Soesbergen, A.; Burgess, N.D. Status and Trends in Global

Ecosystem Services and Natural Capital: Assessing Progress Toward Aichi Biodiversity Target 14. Conserv. Lett. 2016, 9, 429–437.
[CrossRef]

45. Abubakar, I.R. Access to sanitation facilities among nigerian households: Determinants and sustainability implications. College
of Architecture and Planning, University of Dammam, Saudi Arabia. Sustainability 2017, 9, 547. [CrossRef]

46. Scopelliti, M.; Molinario, E.; Bonaiuto, F.; Bonnes, M.; Cicero, L.; De Dominicis, S.; Bonaiuto, M. What makes you a “hero” for
nature? Socio-psychological profiling of leaders committed to nature and biodiversity protection across seven; EU countries.
J. Environ. Plan. Manag. 2018, 61, 970–993. [CrossRef]

47. Browning, M.; Rigolon, A. School green space and its impact on academic performance: A systematic literature review. Int. J.
Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 429. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Tolba, M.K. The Premises for Building a Sustainable Society—Address to the World Commission on Environment and Develop-
ment. Nairobi: United Nations Environment Programme. 1984. Available online: https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_
sdt=0%2C5&q=Tolba%2C+M.+K.+%281984%29 (accessed on 30 September 2021).

https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci9010002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2004.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12062546
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2004.00025.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0381-9
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13116209
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13126841
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2051-503020150000017001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.08.031
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9111957
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1967
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2017.1408714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.11.199
https://doi.org/10.1080/15693430600688831
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJISD.2006.013734
https://undesa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html
https://undesa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2005.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijshe.2011.24912bae.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12320
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9040547
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2017.1421526
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16030429
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30717301
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=Tolba%2C+M.+K.+%281984%29
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=Tolba%2C+M.+K.+%281984%29


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14033 23 of 28

49. Gray, R. Is accounting for sustainability actually accounting for sustainability. . . and how would we know? An exploration of
narratives of organisations and the planet. Account. Organ. Soc. 2010, 35, 47–62. [CrossRef]

50. Montaldo, C.R.B. Sustainable Development Approaches for Rural Development and Poverty Alleviation & Commu-
nity Capacity Building for Rural Development and Poverty Alleviation, Yonsei University, 2013. Available online:
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/877LR%20Sustainable%20Development%20v2.pdf (accessed on
15 December 2021).

51. Giovannoni, E.; Fabietti, G. What Is Sustainability? A Review of the Concept and Its Applications. In Integrated Reporting: Concepts
and Cases that Redefine Corporate Accountability; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2013; pp. 21–40. [CrossRef]

52. Mensah, J.; Enu-Kwesi, F. Implication of environmental sanitation management in the catchment area of Benya Lagoon, Ghana.
J. Integr. Environ. Sci. 2018, 16, 23–43. [CrossRef]

53. Shahzalal, M.D.; Hassan, A. Communicating sustainability: Using community media to influence rural people’s intention to
adopt sustainable behaviour. Sustinability 2019, 11, 812. [CrossRef]

54. Dernbach, J.C. Sustainable development as a framework for national governance. Case West. Reserve Law Rev. 1998, 49, 1–103.
55. Stoddart, H.; Schneeberger, K.; Dodds, F.; Shaw, A.; Bottero, M.; Cornforth, J.; White, R. A Pocket Guide to Sustainable

Development Governance. Stakeholder Forum 2011. Available online: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/index.php?
menu=35&nr=147&page=view&type=400 (accessed on 28 September 2021).

56. Kolk, A. The social responsibility of international business: From ethics and the environment to CSR and sustainable development.
J. World Bus. 2016, 51, 23–34. [CrossRef]

57. Littig, B. Zur sozialen Dimension nachhaltiger Entwicklung; Strategy Group Sustainability: Wiena, Austria, 2001.
58. Yang, L.X. From general principles of civil law to general provisions of civil law: A historical leap in contemporary Chinese civil

law. Soc. Sci. China 2019, 2, 85–91.
59. Ashrafi, M.; Acciaro, M.; Walker, T.R.; Magnan, G.M.; Adams, M. Corporate sustainability in Canadian and US maritime ports.

J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 220, 386–397. [CrossRef]
60. Beattie, A. The 3 Pillars of Corporate Sustainability. Available online: https://www.investopedia.com/articles/investing/100515

/three-pillars-corporate-sustainability.asp#citation-1 (accessed on 13 November 2021).
61. Johnston, P.; Everard, M.; Santillo, D.; Robert, K.-H. Reclaiming the Definition of Sustainability. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 2007,

14, 60–66. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
62. Kuhlman, T.; Farrington, J. What is Sustainability? Sustainability 2010, 2, 3436–3448. [CrossRef]
63. Jones, C.; Allen, S. Sustainability and Sustainable Development—What is Sustainability and What Is Sustainable Develop-

ment? 2020. Available online: https://www.circularecology.com/sustainability-andsustainable-development.html (accessed on
18 October 2021).

64. Purvis, B.; Mao, Y.; Robinson, D. Three pillars of sustainability: In search of conceptual origins. Sustain. Sci. 2019, 14, 681–695.
[CrossRef]

65. Liakh, O.; Spigarelli, F. Managing Corporate Sustainability and Responsibility Eciently: A Review of Existing Literature on
Business Groups and Networks. Sustainability 2020, 12, 7722. [CrossRef]

66. Amini, M.; Bienstock, C. Corporate sustainability: An integrative definition and framework to evaluate corporate practice and
guide academic research. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 76, 12–19. [CrossRef]

67. Pislaru, M.; Herghiligiu, I.V.; Robu, I.B. Corporate sustainable performance assessment based on fuzzy logic. J. Clean. Prod. 2019,
223, 998–1013. [CrossRef]

68. Acemoglu, D.; Robinson, J. Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, Prosperity, and Poverty; Crown: New York, NY, USA, 2012.
69. Milne, M.J.; Gray, R. W(h)ither ecology? The triple bottom line, the global reporting initiative, and corporate sustainability

reporting. J. Bus. Ethics 2013, 118, 13–29. [CrossRef]
70. Hussain, F.; Chaudhry, M.N.; Batool, S.A. Assessment of key parameters in municipal solid waste management: A prerequisite

for sustainability. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. World Ecol. 2014, 21, 519–525. [CrossRef]
71. Thomas, C.F. Naturalizing Sustainability Discourse: Paradigm, Practices and Pedagogy of Thoreau, Leopold, Carson and Wilson.

Ph.D. Thesis, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ, USA, 2015.
72. Tjarve, B.; Zemı̄te, I. The Role of Cultural Activities in Community Development. Acta Univ. Agric. Et Silvic. Mendel. Brun. 2016,

64, 2151–2160. [CrossRef]
73. Wanamaker, C. The Environmental, Economic, and Social Components of Sustainability. Soapboxie. 2022. Available online:

https://soapboxie.com/social-issues/The-Environmental-Economic-and-Social-Components-of-Sustainability (accessed on
18 July 2023).

74. UNSD. SDG Indicators Global Database. Available online: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/database/ (accessed on
15 September 2021).

75. Evers, B.A. Why adopt the Sustainable Development Goals? The Case of Multinationals in the Colombian Coffee and Extractive
Sector. Master’s Thesis, Erasmus University Rotterdam, Rotterdam, The Netherlands, 2018.

76. Slaper, T.F.; Hall, T.J. The triple bottom line: What is it and how does it work. Indiana Bus. Rev. 2011, 86, 4–8.
77. Abubakar, T. A Study of Sustainability in the Oil and Gas Supply Chain. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Central Lancashire, Preston,

UK, 2014.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.04.006
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/877LR%20Sustainable%20Development%20v2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02168-3_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/1943815X.2018.1554591
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11030812
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/index.php?menu=35&nr=147&page=view&type=400
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/index.php?menu=35&nr=147&page=view&type=400
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2015.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.02.098
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/investing/100515/three-pillars-corporate-sustainability.asp#citation-1
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/investing/100515/three-pillars-corporate-sustainability.asp#citation-1
https://doi.org/10.1065/espr2007.01.375
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17352129
https://doi.org/10.3390/su2113436
https://www.circularecology.com/sustainability-andsustainable-development.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-018-0627-5
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12187722
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.130
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1543-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2014.971452
https://doi.org/10.11118/actaun201664062151
https://soapboxie.com/social-issues/The-Environmental-Economic-and-Social-Components-of-Sustainability
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/database/


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14033 24 of 28

78. Jan, A.; Marimuthu, M.; bin Mohd, M.P.B.; Isa, M. The nexus of sustainability practices and financial performance: From the
perspective of Islamic banking. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 228, 703–717. [CrossRef]

79. Lo, S.F.; Sheu, H.J. Is corporate sustainability a value-increasing strategy for business? Corp. Gov. Int. Rev. 2007, 15, 345–358.
[CrossRef]

80. Lo, F.Y.; Liao, P.C. Rethinking financial performance and corporate sustainability: Perspectives on resources and strategies.
Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 2021, 162, 120346. [CrossRef]

81. Link, S.; Naveh, E. Standardization and discretion: Does the environmental standard ISO 14001 lead to performance benefits?
IEEE Trans. Eng. Manag. 2006, 53, 508–519. [CrossRef]

82. Bottani, E.; Gentilotti, M.C.; Rinaldi, M. A Fuzzy Logic-Based Tool for the Assessment of Corporate Sustainability: A Case Study
in the Food Machinery Industry. Sustainability 2017, 9, 583. [CrossRef]

83. Ikram, M.; Zhou, P.; Shah, S.; Liu, G. Do environmental management systems help improve corporate sustainable development?
Evidence from manufacturing companies in Pakistan. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 226, 628–641. [CrossRef]

84. Bezerra, M.C.D.C.; Gohr, C.F.; Morioka, S.N. Organizational capabilities towards corporate sustainability benefits: A systematic
literature review and an integrative framework proposal. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 247, 119114. [CrossRef]

85. Ikram, M.; Zhang, Q.; Sroufe, R.; Ferasso, M. The Social Dimensions of Corporate Sustainability: An Integrative Framework
Including COVID-19 Insights. Sustainability 2020, 12, 8747. [CrossRef]

86. Varyash, I.; Mikhaylov, A.; Moiseev, N.; Aleshin, K. Triple bottom line and corporate social responsibility performance indicators
for Russian companies. Entrep. Sustain. Issues 2020, 8, 313–329. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Hakovirta, M.; Denuwara, N. How COVID-19 Redefines the Concept of Sustainability. Sustainability 2020, 12, 3727. [CrossRef]
88. Correa-García, J.A.; García-Benau, M.A.; García-Meca, E. Corporate governance and its implications for sustainability reporting

quality in Latin American business groups. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 260, 121–142. [CrossRef]
89. Sarkis, J.; Cohen, M.J.; Dewick, P.; Schröder, P. A brave new world: Lessons from the COVID-19 pandemic for transitioning to

sustainable supply and production. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2020, 159, 104894. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
90. Olmsted, C. Care labor, intergenerational equity, and (social) sustainability. Rev. Soc. Econ. 2021, 1–25. [CrossRef]
91. Daly, H.E.U.N. conferences on environment and development: Retrospect on Stockholm and prospects for Rio. Ecol. Econ. J. Int.

Soc. Ecol. Econ. 1992, 5, 9–14. [CrossRef]
92. United Nations Commission for Sustainable Development (UNCSD). Indicators for Sustainable Development, Framework and

Methodology, 1996. Available online: http://esl.jrc.it/envind/un_meths/UN_ME_c.htm (accessed on 15 September 2021).
93. United Nations Department of Social and Economic Affairs (UNDESA). Indicators of Sustainable Development: Framework and

Methodologies. New York: United Nations, 2001. Available online: https://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/csd/csd9_indi_bp3.pdf
(accessed on 17 September 2021).

94. Littig, B.; Griessler, E. Social sustainability: A catchword between political pragmatism and social theory. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. 2005,
8, 65–79. [CrossRef]

95. United Nations Department of Social and Economic Affairs (UNDESA). Indicators of Sustainable Development: Guidelines and
Methodologies. New York: United Nations, 2007. Available online: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/index.php?page=
view&type=400&nr=107&menu=1515 (accessed on 19 September 2021).

96. Eurostat. Measuring Progress towards a More Sustainable Europe: 2007 Monitoring Report of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy;
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities: Luxembourg, 2007.

97. Chan, E.; Lee, K. Critical factors for improving social sustainability of urban renewal projects. Soc. Indic. Res. 2008, 85, 243–256.
[CrossRef]

98. Magis, K.; Shinn, C. Emergent principles of social sustainability. In Understanding the Social Dimension of Sustainability, 1st ed.;
Dillard, J., Dujon, V., King, M., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2009; pp. 15–44. [CrossRef]

99. Cuthill, M. Strengthening the social in sustainable development: Developing a conceptual framework for social sustainability in a
rapid urban growth region in Australia. Sustain. Dev. 2009, 18, 362–373. [CrossRef]

100. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). Society at a Glance 2009—OECD Social Indicators. 2009.
Available online: http://www.oecd.org/els/social/indicators/SAG (accessed on 5 September 2021).

101. Vavik, T.; Keitsch, M. Exploring relationships between universal design and social sustainable development: Some methodological
aspects to the debate on the sciences of sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2010, 18, 295–305. [CrossRef]

102. Dempsey, N.; Bramley, G.; Powers, S.; Brown, C. The social dimension of sustainable development: Defining urban social
sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2011, 19, 289–300. [CrossRef]

103. Vallance, S.; Perkins, H.C.; Dixon, J.E. What Is Social Sustainability? A Clarification of Concepts. Geoforum 2011, 42, 342–348.
[CrossRef]

104. Holden, E.; Linnerud, K.; Banister, D. The Imperatives of Sustainable Development. Sust. Dev. 2016, 25, 213–226. [CrossRef]
105. Missimer, M.; Robèrt, K.-H.; Broman, G. A strategic approach to social sustainability—Part 2: A principle-based definition.

J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 140, 42–52. [CrossRef]
106. Eizenberg, E.; Jabareen, Y. Social Sustainability: A New Conceptual Framework. Sustainability 2017, 9, 68. [CrossRef]
107. Tosun, J.; Leininger, J. Governing the interlinkages between the sustainable development goals: Approaches to attain policy

integration. Glob Chall. 2017, 1, 1700036. [CrossRef]
108. Alzoubi, E. Audit Quality and Earnings Management: Evidence from Jordan. J. Appl. Account. Res. 2016, 17, 170–189. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.208
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.00565.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120346
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2006.883704
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9040583
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119114
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12208747
https://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2020.8.1(22)
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37723576
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093727
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.104894
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32313383
https://doi.org/10.1080/00346764.2021.1964586
https://doi.org/10.1016/0921-8009(92)90018-N
http://esl.jrc.it/envind/un_meths/UN_ME_c.htm
https://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/csd/csd9_indi_bp3.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSD.2005.007375
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/index.php?page=view&type=400&nr=107&menu=1515
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/index.php?page=view&type=400&nr=107&menu=1515
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-007-9089-3
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203892978
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.397
http://www.oecd.org/els/social/indicators/SAG
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.480
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1647
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.04.059
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9010068
https://doi.org/10.1002/gch2.201700036
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-09-2014-0089


Sustainability 2023, 15, 14033 25 of 28

109. Cardinaels, E.; Jia, Y. How Audits Moderate the Effects of Incentives and Peer Behavior on Misreporting. Eur. Account. Rev. 2016,
25, 183–204. [CrossRef]

110. Buchanan, J.L.; Commerford, B.P.; Wang, E. Auditor Actions and the Deterrence of Manager Opportunism: The Importance of
Communication to the Board and Consistency with Peer Behavior. Account. Rev. 2021, 96, 141–163. [CrossRef]

111. Chen, Q.; Jiang, X.; Zhang, Y. The Effects of Audit Quality Disclosure on Audit Effort and Investment Efficiency. Account. Rev.
2019, 94, 189–214. [CrossRef]
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