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ABSTRACT

Background: This research examines the efficiency of ESG reporting in
corporate contributions toward achieving the SDGs, relative to the
literature gaps and sectoral differences in reporting practices. It also
highlights that full ESG disclosure is invariably instrumental in ensuring
corporate transparency and accountability.

Methods: The study used the GRI framework to analyze SDG compliance in
sustainability reports from companies in the technology, automotive,
energy, and health sectors.

Results: Key findings include significant variations in SDG compliance
across industries: the automotive sector demonstrated the highest
compliance at 85%, while the technology sector showed the lowest at 49%.
The study also found a notable difference between reported and
substantiated SDGs, indicating that many companies engage in ‘rainbow
washing’ or ‘cherry-picking’ SDGs to fit their agendas without fully
integrating them into their strategies. The research concludes that
although the GRI framework provide.

Conclusions: The study urges the combination of other standards, such as
ESRS and SASB, together with more intense regulatory frameworks and
industry-specific guidelines to increase comparability and the credibility
of the reports on sustainability.

KEYWORDS: ESG ratings; ESG reporting; SDGs; sustainability reporting;
regulatory frameworks

ABBREVIATIONS

ESG, environmental, social, governance; SDG, sustainability development
goals; GRI, global reporting initiative; SASB, sustainability accounting
standards board; ESRS, European sustainability reporting standards; TBL,
triple-bottom line; UN, United Nations; CSRD, corporate sustainability
reporting direcitve; IIRC, international integrated reporting council; KPI,
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key performance indicatior; SRS, SDG Reporting Score; TCFD, task force on
climate-related financial disclosures; KLD, Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini

INTRODUCTION

The United Nations established the Sustainable Development Goals in
2015 as an international framework aimed at tackling interconnected
social, economic, and environmental issues. Realizing these 17 goals
requires a joint effort of governments, businesses, and communities in a
view of sustainable and fair development. One of the important ways this
can occur is through corporate transparency and accountable reporting
systems that link organizational performance with the goals of the SDGs.
ESG reporting has become a key tool in assessing the sustainability
initiatives of corporations. Structured methodologies like GRI, SASB, and
ESRS provide structured frameworks. The GRI framework is one of the
most implemented tools due to its focus on the triple bottom line:
economic, social, and environmental dimensions. It is mainly used to align
practices in businesses with the SDGs. However, the voluntary nature
inherent in most ESG frameworks has resulted in diversities, selective
disclosure (“cherry-picking”), and a perfunctory integration of SDGs
within corporate strategies (“rainbow washing”). The literature brings
forth both the promise and limitations of sustainability reporting as it
stands today. For instance, while GRI indicators support structured SDG
reporting, numerous studies have shown significant variation across
industries and regions. Some sectors like automotive and healthcare show
better compliance, while technology and energy often trail. This raises
concerns about the comparability, credibility, and completeness of
corporate sustainability disclosures. To fill these gaps, this research
evaluates corporate SDG compliance, using the GRI framework across key
industries: technology, automotive, energy, and healthcare. With
quantification of SDG contributions and categorization into ESG pillars,
the research tries to give an in-depth and comparative assessment of
sectoral performance. It flags disparities in reporting but also calls for
harmonized frameworks and regulatory interventions that could make
sustainability reporting more credible.

SDGs and ESG Reporting

Reaching and contributing to the SDGs are increasingly important for
companies all around the world. The GRI indicators are one recommended
methodology to measure progress toward the SDGs, enabling
organizations to report their contribution in a more structured and
quantitative way. According to Calabrese et al. [1] and Aguado-Correa et
al. [2], the GRI guidelines and indicators make it easier for companies to
report on SDGs. Another advantage of the GRI framework is the
embedding of the ‘double bottom line’ principle-meaning impacts on both
companies and society and the environment. Whereas the CSRD and EU
Taxonomy in the European Union provide some sort of guidance and
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obligation for companies, the Securities and Exchange Commission in the
United States allows freedom for companies in general to decide on the
content of reporting. Kugciikgil et al. [3] give emphasis to the call for
harmonized reporting frameworks. They, in fact, call for a single
framework, which would be instrumental in propounding the attainments
of the SDGs through efficient reporting. Indeed, both the IIRC and GRI
endorse this approach based on promoting organizational transparency
and accountability. Understanding the various systems and methodologies
concerning sustainability reporting has a significant relevance for the
companies regarding the correctness in communicating their
sustainability performances. In turn, the GRI framework is based on the
TBL principle, which was an even more integrated economic, social, and
environmental dimensions of disclosure. From this perspective,
companies may show a complete view of their performance, which
consists not only of environmental impacts but also of social
responsibilities and financial results.

Selective Reporting

However, a literature review by [4] found that while statements related
to SDG were common, reports with backup through tangible indicators
were few and far between. The ‘rainbow washing’ phenomenon suggests
that companies usually do not integrate the SDGs into their strategies,
while merely using SDG logos for awareness. ‘Cherry-picking’—where
companies select only the SDGs relevant to themselves—is also common.
Energy companies often fail to provide adequate reporting on their efforts
to contribute to the SDGs [5]. Supporting this, another research shows that
companies disclosing high levels of environmental GRI information stand
higher in ranking on the environmental SDGs [6]. The GRI reporting of
European car manufacturers is associated with the SDGs; thus, all 17 SDGs
were covered with relevant KPIs, according to [7]. Furthermore, the SRS
index based on SDG Compass can measure the level at which companies
report against expected indicators [8]. In the Refinitiv ESG database 40 SDG
goals could be identified as measurable by ESG score [9]. They comment
that SDGs are more interpretable at the government level compared to the
company level. As indicated by Jonsdottir et al. (2021), While the adoption
of the ESG framework may have some financial returns for a firm, SDGs
are more about achieving a sustainable future, and hence this may pose a
challenge in trying to integrate them into ESG [10]. In another study, ERI
indicator was developed to measure the relevance of the SDGs on the 30
generic ESG items defined by SASB [11]. The ERI indicator was further
elaborated by [12], to explore SDGs relevant for health. When examining
the ESG databases, no relationship was found between ESG scores and SDG
scores [13].
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Transparency in ESG

Additionally, according to [14], in many cases, the relationship between
ESG and financial performance is obscure. In addition, ESG monitoring is
possible with an Audit 4.0 basis, but it needs supplementary studies to
make a real practice. ESG reporting practices are also considerably
influenced by industry-specific factors because industries face different
degrees of ESG regulatory pressures. For example, high carbon industries
such as energy and manufacturing would have more detailed
environmental metrics, while service-oriented sectors would highlight
their social responsibility and governance issues [15]. Alkaraan et al. [16]
find that effective governance mechanisms, such as ESG oversight and
board expertise, in concert with Industry 4.0 technologies, are associated
with improved quality, transparency, and reliability of ESG reporting.
Firms’ technological adoption and dynamic capabilities, therefore, enable
the proper tracking and integration of ESG metrics, hence guaranteeing
comprehensive and decision-relevant disclosures that are concordant
with sustainability objectives. Furthermore Alkaraan et al. [17] identifies
that green servitisation innovation-facilitated Industry 4.0 technologies
and corporate governance mechanisms significantly enhance ESG
performance by improving the sustainability practices of the whole value
chain. Industry 4.0 enables companies to incorporate green innovation
strategies into their green sustainable supply chain management (GSSCM),
while strong governance structures, in terms of board oversight, CSR
committees, and gender diversity, ensure accountability and alignment
toward ESG goals. This nexus of digitalization and governance bolsters the
capabilities of companies in mitigating environmental impacts, improving
social outcomes, and increasing transparency in ESG reporting.

Disagreement in ESG Ratings

Various ratings for ESG have been carried out because there were
several methods and routines, discrepancies in data quality, subjectivity
in evaluation, sectors, and updates of assessment frameworks. These
differences are expressed in the choices and weighting of assessment
criteria and in the various applications of rating systems. Such huge
differences may be accountable to significant inconsistency in data and
subjectivity in ESG ratings. Indeed, inconsistency in reporting ESG data
poses a huge challenge to analysis because the variation in metrics makes
the comparison of companies difficult and the selection of the best
performing companies is at challenge [18]. This problem is further
compounded by the fact that data is not generally available, and the
benchmarks against which comparisons are needed may be hard to
identify. ESG data providers define benchmarks differently, which
influences the interpretation of ESG scores and sometimes leads to
discrepancies [19]. Minimum standards of international ESG index funds
may be another explanation for significant differences in the composition
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of funds based on the various ESG scores of companies. An example can
be seen in the ESG score of Yahoo Inc., which has varied quite dramatically
over the years, especially in the social dimension. This once again puts into
light the relevance of considering ESG levels and risk. For instance, ASSET4
and Bloomberg might indicate a higher risk within the social dimension,
while KLD might indicate a higher risk in corporate governance. Besides
that, another significant cause of variance within ESG ratings is the
dissimilar methodologies different rating agencies are adopting. The
agencies may attach different importance regarding ESG factors, sources,
and weighting, therefore leading to inconsistencies in the results for an
entity [20]. Standardization will enhance consistency in the assessment
and reporting of ESG factors and thus enable more valid comparisons
concerning the sustainability performance of companies. Discrepancies in
the ratings also could be reduced by standardized ESG reporting
frameworks, developed by SASB or GRI, for example, and collaboration
across sectors in developing common standards [21].

Aims and Contribution

This paper will attempt to provide a measurable assessment of SDG
adherence via the GRI framework, as well as some of the industry-specific
challenges. This research contributes to the continuing debate on ESG
reporting, bringing a critique of the current frameworks but also a
pathway toward improvement. By casting light on sectoral differences,
this supports policymakers, businesses, and all other stakeholders in
fostering genuine corporate engagement in global sustainability goals.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The methodology followed in the study represents a systematic
approach toward corporate SDG compliance based on the GRI framework.
The analysis was performed in three main steps: first, identification of GRI
indicators linked with the targets of the SDGs within the corporate
sustainability reports, second, calculation of the SDG compliance ratio and
divergence across sectors, and third, classification of SDG contributions
into the ESG pillars for assessment of sectoral performance. This would
ensure the comprehensiveness in assessment of the reported and
substantiated contributions to SDGs while highlighting sector-specific
trends and discrepancies.

In the first part of the primary research, an SDG compliance analysis
was carried out. For the analysis, the GRI [22] document “Linking the SDGs
and the GRI standards” was used. The document includes all GRI items that
can be linked to the SDGs with the approvement of GRI and the UN. This
makes it possible to determine which SDG targets can be linked to a given
GRI item and how many GRI items can be linked to a given SDG. For the
practical application of the GRI document, it was necessary to review ESG
reports of real companies, including the so-called “GRI content index”
subchapter subdocument [22]. By listing the reported GRI items for a given
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company, it was possible to specify the percentage of the reported GRI
items that cover the items in GRI that are linked to the SDGs [22]. The latter
part of the methodology is shown in Figure 1.

“Linking the SDGs
and the GRI
standards” document

Company’s GRI Compliance with the

targets

SDGs compliance
based on GRI

report

Figure 1. Applied methodology.

A detailed description of the methodology is shown in Figure 2.

relevant to SDG 8:
« 4 pieces

relevant to SDG 8:
« 24 pieces

GRI
{ ] b}
SDG 1-17 Environmental Social Economic/Governance]
SDG 8
GRI 301-308 GRI1401-418 GRI 201-207
Number of SDG 8
relevance GRI items:
« 34 pieces Maximum GRI items Maximum GRI items Maximum GRI items

relevant to SDG 8:
« 6 pieces

Number of SDG 8§ relevant
GRI items reported by the
sample company:

« 2 pieces

Number of SDG 8 relevant
GRI items reported by the
sample company:

« 4 pieces

Number of SDG 8 relevant
GRI items reported by the
sample company:

- 6 pieces

Sum reported SDG 8 relevant GRI items: 12 pieces

SDG compliance rate based on GRI:
(12/34) * 100% = 35.29%

Figure 2. Applied methodology detailed version.

The second step involved calculating the level of “SDG compliance
based on GRI; reported SDG compliance; average compliance ratio per 1
SDG; SDG divergence”. SDG divergence underlines the difference between
reported and supported SDGs. A positive divergence would mean that the
companies align with more SDGs than they report, suggesting
underreporting or missed communication opportunities. A negative or
zero divergence would indicate potential issues of overreporting (rainbow
washing) or consistent alignment, respectively, and calls for increased
transparency and regulatory oversight in sustainability reporting.
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Formulas:
SDG compliance based on GRI = reported relevant GRI items / 1)
total relevant GRI items
Reported SDG compliance = SDG compliance ratio / number of
()
SDGs reported
Average compliance ratio per 1 SDG = SDG compliance ratio / 3)
total number of SDGs
SDG divergence = Number of supported SDGs - Number of @

reported SDGs

The study analyses sustainability reports from the one of the most
significant companies (Table 1) in the technology, automotive, energy and
healthcare industries. The industries were selected due to their major
economic impact and critical contribution to achieving the SDGs.
Collectively, these sectors represent one of the largest contributors to
global GDP [23]. Hence, given the significant ESG impacts of these sectors,
they are critical for assessing the corporate contribution to the SDGs and
hence present a pathway for further improvements and better alignment
with global sustainability objectives.

Table 1. Names of companies examined by industry.

Technology Automotive Energy Health

HP Inc. Volkswagen Group  Shell Bristol-Myers Squibb
Nvidia Toyota Eni Johnson & Johnson
IBM Stellantis CNPC GSK

Oracle Ford NextEra Energy Takeda

Salesforce GM PetroChina Merck & Co Inc.
Adobe Mercedes TAQA Novartis AG

Meta BMW General Electric Roche Holding
Accenture Honda Iberdrola SA AstraZeneca PLC
SAP Hyundai Constellation Energy Corp. Pfizer Inc.

In the third step of the research, based on the study by Lukacs and
Rickards [24], the SDGs supported by company reports were classified into
ESG pillars (Table 2). The classification provided an indication of which
pillar the company contributed to, with the percentage of SDGs
compliance scored as a point on a scale of 0-100. Lukdcs and Rickards [24]
also determined the classification of SDGs into ESG pillars based on the
GRI reporting items, so the present methodology is based on the same
principles as the methodology used as a starting point. Furthermore, a
prioritization of the SDGs in terms of ESG has been defined. The
contribution levels were weighted according to this order.
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Table 2. Names of companies examined by industry.

Level of importance = Weighting E pillar S pillar G pillar

1. 100% 6;7;,11; 12 3;5 -

2. 80% 13 4; 16 8;9

3. 60% 14; 15 2;8 17

4, 40% 3 9; 10 5;12; 3; 16

5. 20% 8;9 1;17;10; 12 11; 10
RESULTS

Table 3. Results by sector.

In this session, the results of the first methodology will be presented
and analyzed. Table 3 shows a summary of the data of the surveyed
companies by industry. The highest GRI scores were achieved by the
automotive companies surveyed, while the lowest GRI scores were
achieved by the technology companies surveyed. The highest number of
SDGs was achieved by the surveyed healthcare companies, while the
highest number of SDGs supported was achieved by the surveyed
automotive companies. The difference between reported and
substantiated SDGs gives an indication of how many fewer SDGs the
surveyed companies reported than they contributed according to their GRI
reporting.

Measurements Technology Automotive Energy Health
Number of reported GRI 886 1524 1215 1158
GRI compliance 49% 85% 70% 71%
Reported SDG compliance 162% 155% 118% 135%
SDG compliance for 17 47% 83% 68% 64%
Reported SDG 77 81 96 111
Supported SDG 122 147 145 139
SDG divergence (supported-reported) 45 66 49 28

Table 4 summarizes the descriptive statistics of the GRI items reported
by the surveyed companies by industry. The data shows that on average,
the automotive companies surveyed reported the most GRI items, while
the technology companies surveyed reported the least. The automotive
companies surveyed also had the highest median value, while the
automotive companies surveyed also had the lowest variance in the
number of GRI items reported. This suggests that the automotive
companies surveyed consistently use GRI items and the companies
surveyed actively report sustainability performance using the GRI
methodology. The highest GRI item reporting was nevertheless found in
one company surveyed in the healthcare sector, as was the lowest number
of GRI item reports.
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of reported GRI items by sector.

Descriptive statistics Technology Automotive Energy Health

Average 98
Median 83
Standard deviation 48
Maximum 192
Minimum 51

169 135 129
180 126 119
28 31 49
191 192 195
109 93 35

Based on the number of GRI items reported, the SDG compliance of the
surveyed companies by industry is illustrated in Table 5. The highest
average SDG compliance was for surveyed companies in the automotive
industry with 85%, while the lowest was for surveyed companies in the
technology industry with 49%, a difference of 36%. The average SDG
compliance of companies surveyed in the energy industry was like that of
companies surveyed in the healthcare industry with SDG compliance
ranging from 70% to 71%. Across the board, the companies surveyed in
the automotive industry performed the best, while the highest SDG
compliance score was achieved by a company surveyed in the healthcare
industry.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of SDG compliance based on GRI.

Descriptive statistics Technology Automotive Energy Health

Average 49%
Median 42%
Standard deviation 24%
Maximum 96%
Minimum 26%

85% 70% 71%
90% 63% 75%
14% 15% 18%
96% 96% 98%
55% 57% 47%

In Table 6, it was examined whether there is a significant difference in
the number of GRI items reported by the companies surveyed. The chi-
squared analysis shows that there is a significant difference at the 0.01
level for all, but the companies surveyed in the energy and health and
safety industries. The chi-square test results indicate significant
differences in the reporting of GRI items among industries, except that
energy and health industries reported statistically similar results. In other
words, industries like the automotive and technology industries showed
distinctively different reporting behaviors, and the automotive firms
generally reported the highest number of GRI items. Such practices surely
signal an increasing need for standardization across industries to advance
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comparability and transparency in sustainability reporting. Furthermore,
the results indicate that there is a significant variation in GRI reporting

performance between the companies studied at the industry level.

Table 6. Chi-squared analysis of reported amount of GRI items by sector.

Sectors Automotive Energy Health
Technology 167.86** 78.72** 79.71%**
Automotive - 89.69** 90.68**
Energy - - 1.54

Statistically significant: **p < 0.01.

The SDGs reported by the surveyed companies were found not to cover
the GRI-based SDG compliance of the surveyed companies, as illustrated
in Table 7. When reviewing the minimum values, for some of the
companies surveyed there is less than 100% compliance, meaning that in
some cases the number of SDGs reported was higher than the number of

SDGs that could be supported by GRI.

Table 7. Descriptive statistics of an average SDG compliance for one SDG.

Descriptive statistics = Technology Automotive Energy Health

Average 47% 83% 68% 64%
Median 37% 92% 61% 62%
Standard deviation 24% 16% 17% 23%
Maximum 98% 97% 95% 99%
Minimum 22% 54% 47% 24%

Classification to ESG

Results of the second methodology of the primary research and their
analysis in this section are presented in this section. The descriptive
statistics of the calculated ESG compliance based on the contribution to the
SDGs are shown in Table 8. For each of the pillars, the automotive
companies studied performed the best on average. For the social pillar, the
highest contribution score was achieved by a company surveyed
belonging to the health industry. In the environmental pillar, at least one
company in all other industries except energy scored the same highest. As
in the social pillar, the highest contribution score for corporate

governance was achieved by a company in the health sector.
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Table 8. Descriptive statistics of calculated ESG ratings based on SDG contribution.

Pillars Descriptive statistics Technology  Automotive Energy Health
Environmental Average 0.37 0.60 0.48 0.49
Median 0.34 0.64 0.43 0.51
Standard deviation 0.18 0.11 0.09 0.18
Maximum 0.68 0.68 0.65 0.68
Minimum 0.13 0.39 0.40 0.11
Social Average 0.23 0.44 0.37 0.33
Median 0.19 0.48 0.38 0.31
Standard deviation 0.14 0.08 0.09 0.11
Maximum 0.51 0.51 0.50 0.52
Minimum 0.08 0.28 0.24 0.17
Governance Average 0.20 0.38 0.31 0.29
Median 0.18 0.43 0.31 0.29
Standard deviation 0.12 0.09 0.08 0.11
Maximum 0.45 0.44 0.41 0.46
Minimum 0.06 0.22 0.18 0.14

Table 9 summarizes the average ESG scores of the surveyed companies
by industry. The ESG scores of Refinitiv [25] and S&P Global [26] ESG score
providers and the ESG scores obtained because of the primary research
are summarized. For the environmental pillar, the healthcare industry
received the highest average ESG score from Refinitiv and S&P Global,
respectively. Based on the proprietary results, the automotive industry
received the highest score in the environmental pillar. Also in the social
pillar, the healthcare industry scored the highest average ESG score from
both Refinitiv and S&P Global. For own results, the automotive industry
also received the highest average ESG score in the social pillar. In the
corporate governance pillar, the healthcare industry received the highest
average ESG score from both Refinitiv and S&P Global, while own results
showed the automotive industry as the best performer.

Table 9. Average calculated ESG ratings by sector.

Pillars Technology Automotive Energy Health

Ref. S&P Own Ref. S&P Own Ref. S&P Own Ref. S&P Own
Environmental 73 62 37 84 52 60 70 49 48 86 65 49
Social 78 53 23 87 52 44 72 48 37 91 65 33
Governance 70 57 20 65 48 38 74 51 31 75 64 29

Note: Ref. = Refinitiv, S&P = S&P Global.
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As a statistical test of the ESG score of service providers and the present
ESG results, a chi-square test was performed (Table 10). The chi-square test
shows a statistically significant difference between the different score
provider results for the technology companies under study. The difference
between the scores cannot be due to scaling bias, as all ESG scores
considered have the same 0-100 scale interpretable (worst to best).
Previous studies confirm that ESG scores differ across service providers
[27].

Table 10. ESG ratings divergence between Technology companies with chi-squared analysis.

Rating providers Refinitiv  S&P Global Own

Refinitiv - 8.63* 21.30**

S&P Global - - 13.35**

Statistically significant: **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.

For the automotive firms examined (Table 11), there is a small
difference in significance between S&P Global’s Refinitiv and Refinitivand
the present results.

Table 11. ESG ratings divergence between Automotive companies with chi-squared analysis.

Rating providers Refinitiv  S&P Global Own

Refinitiv - 7.71* 8.90*

S&P Global - - 3.45

Statistically significant: *p < 0.05.

For the energy companies surveyed (Table 12), there is only a
significant difference between the ESG score of S&P Global and the ESG
score of this study.

Table 12. ESG ratings divergence between Energy companies with chi-squared analysis.

Rating providers Refinitiv  S&P Global Own

Refinitiv - 5.26 10.26*

S&P Global - - 5.56

Statistically significant: *p < 0.05.

There is a significant difference between the results of S&P Global and
the present study, and between the results of the present study and the
Refinitiv values for the health care companies studied (Table 13).
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Table 13. ESG ratings divergence between Health companies with chi-squared analysis.

Rating providers Refinitiv  S&P Global Own

Refinitiv - 5.98 22.82%*
S&P Global - - 17.07**
Statistically significant: **p < 0.01.
DISCUSSION

A review of the research findings on the SDGs’ compliance by
organizations using the GRI framework provides evidence of great
variance among industries. The automotive industry demonstrated the
highest compliance, whereas the technology sector reported the lowest.
This indicates discrepancies in the practice of sustainability reporting and
further supports prior evidence where studies showed variability in
industry reporting quality and comprehensiveness for sustainability
information disclosure.

One important observation to be made is some form of rainbow
washing practice where companies use SDG logos without embedding the
goals in their strategies. This, together with ‘cherry-picking’ of SDGs that
best fit specific corporate agendas, will essentially point to a superficial
commitment to sustainability. To respond to “rainbow washing” and
“cherry-picking”, companies need to go beyond superficial SDG alignment,
including obligatory verification mechanisms of SDG claims through, for
example, third-party audits or independent certifications. Regulatory
bodies should insist on standardized ESG reporting frameworks like GRI,
ESRS, or SASB so that the claimed SDG contributions are substantiated by
the real indicators. A holistic set of guidelines and penalty systems that are
industry-wide may help create real accountability, potentially reducing
the credibility gap between sustainability disclosures. These findings are
in line with the work of [5], where it was established that energy
companies, in most cases, do not provide sufficient information about
their activities in support of attaining the SDGs.

The study also strongly puts forward the need to have a more
comprehensive and inclusive approach when it comes to the monitoring
of compliance with SDGs. The research at hand relies on the GRI
framework and therefore restricts monitoring and assessment only to
those companies that apply this specific reporting standard. Other
approaches, such as the ESRS and SASB, can illustrate more broadly and
accurately their contributions to the SDGs. A single framework can help
improve reporting toward the SDGs according to [3]. The inconsistency in
ESG reporting practices in UK firms can increase investor uncertainty,
leading to a higher cost of capital, contrary to expectations [28]. With the
harmonization of reporting frameworks, such as GRI, SASB, and TCFD,
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could improve transparency, comparability, and reliability, reducing
perceived risks and lowering capital costs.

Furthermore, it follows from this fact that some industries, such as
automotive and healthcare, have satisfactory performance in certain ESG
pillars, while at the same time there are industries with unexpectedly low
results. With such uneven scoring in the industries, it can be concluded
that some industries require industry-specific guidance and assistance to
raise overall levels of adherence to more satisfactory levels.

Managerial Implications

The findings of the study indicate critical managerial implications for
improving sustainability reporting and SDG alignment. The results
indicate significant gaps between reported and substantiated SDGs,
pointing to potential “rainbow washing” and “cherry-picking”. Such gaps
could be minimized by enhanced governance mechanisms and the
adoption of sector-specific guidelines that ensure transparency and
credibility. By adopting standardized frameworks such as GRI, ESRS, or
SASB, together with real-time monitoring technologies, managers will be
able to enhance ESG performance, improve investor trust, and contribute
more effectively to global sustainability goals.

CONCLUSIONS

This research points out the critical importance of ESG reporting in
harmonizing corporate activities with sustainability objectives within the
framework of the GRI and its relationship with SDGs. The outcomes across
sectors show differences as superior compliance was demonstrated by
automotive while deficiencies are noticed within the technology sector,
hence inconsistent integration and reporting of the sustainability
initiatives. Notably, it points out challenges in “rainbow washing” and
“cherry-picking” of SDGs, which signals the requirement for better
regulatory oversight and industry-specific guidelines for the assurance of
transparency and credibility. This research is consistent with studies by [3]
and [5], putting an emphasis on the harmonization of reporting
frameworks like GRI, ESRS, and SASB to increase comparability and deal
with inconsistencies across industries.

The most important finding of this study is to provide empirical
evidence on the requirement for a better-integrated and comprehensive
reporting framework that reduces fragmented sustainability disclosures.
This can be further enhanced by integrating Industry 4.0 technologies with
robust governance mechanisms in reporting quality, as noted by [16],
where technology adoption facilitates real-time monitoring and
governance assures congruence with the objectives of sustainability.

There are, however, some limitations of this study. The central focus of
GRI-based reporting research may, in fact, limit the inclusion of other
framework perspectives, including those of TCFD or SASB. Future research
should, therefore, consider integrated reporting practices that use
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multiple standards with a view to offer a holistic assessment of SDG
compliance and ESG performance. Furthermore, research analyzing the
effectiveness of regulatory initiatives, such as the EU Corporate
Sustainability Reporting Directive [29], in increasing consistency in
reporting across industries would be most enlightening. Such challenges
must be overcome to make ESG reporting credible, transparent, and
actionable for driving the global sustainability agenda forward. A similar
study using other ESG reporting frameworks has not yet been carried out
and therefore the results are not yet replicable to other studies. As a future
research direction, extending this is considered a relevant and beneficial
goal.
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